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The seventeen national organizations listed belodl (the 

"Diversity and Competition Supporters") respectfully submit these 

Supplemental Comments in response to the Omnibus NPRM.2/ The 

Diversity and Competition Supporters represent the interests of 

t h e  nation's minority media consumers.31 Consideration of these 

Supplemental Comments is respectfully requested.41 

1 i  Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules and 
Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (NPRM), 17 FCC Rcd 18503 (2002) 
("Omnibus NPRM") . 

- 2/ The Diversity and Competition Supporters include: 

American Hispanic Owned Radio Association 
Civil Rights Forum on Communications Policy 
League of United Latin American Citizens 
Minority Business Enterprise Legal Defense and Education Fund 
Minority Media and Telecommunications Council 
National Asian American Telecommunications Association 
National Association of Latino Independent Producers 
National Coalition of Hispanic Organizations 
National Council of Churches 
National Council of La Raza 
National Hispanic Media Coalition 
National Indian Telecommunications Institute 
National Urban League 
Native American Public Telecommunications, InC. 
PRLDEF-Institute for Puerto Rican Policy 
UNITY: Journalists of Color, InC. 
Women's Institute for Freedom of the Press 

- 3 1  The views expressed in these Supplemental Comments are the 
institutional views of the Diversity and Competition Supporters, 
and do not necessarily reflect the individual views of each of 
their respective officers, directors, advisors or members. 

- 4 /  
(NABOB) had sought additional time to accommodate scholars and 
expert witnesses who were unavailable during t he  fall grading 
period and the holidays. This request was denied by Order, 
DA 02-3575 (released December 23, 2002). Consequently, on 
January 2, 2003, the Diversity and Competition Supporters timely 
filed 147 pages of Comments without material contained herein. 
Inasmuch as this Supplement is filed before the deadline for reply 
com-nents, leave is respectfully sought for its inclusion in the 
record and its treatment as part of our Comments, nunc pro tunc. 

MMTC and the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters 
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I. Minority Media OwnershiD 

The Omnibus NPRM posed the question of "whether" the 

Commission "should consider such diverse ownership as a goal in 

this proceeding." Id., 17 FCC Rcd at 18521 ¶ 5 0 .  Our Initial 

Comments addressed this question at length. See Initial Comments, 

pp. 7-81 (the issue); pp. 82-141 (proposed solutions). 

To further illuminate the importance of this issue in 

structural ownership policymaking, MMTC commissioned the "Survey 

of Recent Literature on Minority Media Ownership" ("Minority 

Ownership Literature Survey") , Exhibit 1 hereto .L' MMTC also 

secured the statements of four respected authorities on minorities 

and the media.61 These conclusions can be drawn from the recent 

1it.erature and the statements of MMTC's experts.2' 

- 5 /  Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Minority Media Ownership," Minority Media and 
Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 1 hereto). The 
curriculum vitae of Dr. Stanford, Dr. Johnson, and our expert 
witnesses (see n. 6 infra) are available upon request. 

- 6 /  Our  expert witnesses are Dr. Hubert Brown, Assistant 
Professor of Broadcast Journalism, S.I. Newhouse School of Public 
Communications, Syracuse University (Exhibit 3 ) .  Dr. Jannette L. 
Dates, Dean of the Howard University School of Communications 
(Exhibit 4), Dr. C. Ann Hollifield, Associate Professor and 
Coordinator of the Michael J. Faherty Broadcast Management 
Laboratory in the Department of Telecommunications, Henry W. Grady 
College of Journalism and Mass Communication, University of 
Georgia (Exhibit 5 )  and Dr. Philip Napoli, Assistant Professor of 
Communications and Media Management at the Graduate School of 
Business, Fordham University (Exhibit 6). 

71 References to studies annotated in the Minority Ownership 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Minority Ownership Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.4. "Ryu (1)"). References to the 
expert witness' statements are given by the name of the expert and 
the exhibit number of his or her statement "Dates, Ex. 4 " ) .  
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1. Minority commercial broadcast ownership is increasing 
very slowly, without keeping pace with the growth of the 
industry as a whole. Ryu (1). 

2. Empirical evidence has shown a positive correlation 
between minority ownership and content diversity in the 
media. Ryu (l), Santa Clara University ( 2 ) ,  Ivy 
Planning Group (2), Squires ( 5 ) ,  Jacobs ( 7 ) ,  MTDP (9) , 
Wildman (13) (with qualifications), Craft (14), Mason 
(141, Dates (Ex. 4), and Napoli (Ex. 6). Media products 
are people-driven, in the sense that the quality of the 
product that the consumer receives is a direct 
reflection of the knowledge, expertise, and talent of 
the individuals who created the product. Thus, the more 
diverse the pool of people putting together the product, 
the higher the quality and the greater diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority 
ownership promotes diversity. Hollifield (Ex. 5); see 

Brown (Ex. 3), Dates (Ex. 4) and Napoli (Ex. 6). 

3. Minority mcdia ownership also promotes competition and 
efficiency. Brown (Ex. 3), Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

4. Most minorities tend to be vastly underincluded in 
television prime time programing, and their portrayals 
tend to embody invidious stereotypes. Mastro ( 3 ) ,  and 
Goodale (5). Minorities are seldom included as sources 
in network newscasts and in public radio. FAIR ( 7 ) ,  and 
Rendall (8). Homogeneity in television programming is 
driven by the fact that large blocks of viewers with 
similar tastes exert inordinate influence on the supply 
of programs. Wildman (13) . 

5. The mass dissemination of stereotypes continues to have 
a profound dialogue on our public space. Racial cues 
and codes, transmitted in the media, may substantially 
influence citizens' political judgments. Such cues not 
only trigger the association between racial perceptions 
and political ideology but in turn prompt individuals to 
become more ideologically distinct in their political 
evaluations. Domke (2), Dixon ( 6 ) .  and Domke ( 7 ) .  

6. Our society is much more multicultural that the industry 
realizes, and misunderstandings arise among those who 
voices are excluded. When certain segments of society 
are invisible or stereotyped in the media, 
discrimination against them tends to be regarded as 
socially acceptable. Dates (Ex. 4). 
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The paucity of African American writers on prime time 
television dramas (and their clustering on two primarily 
African American UPN programs) have led to charges of 
discrimination. Frutkin ( 5 ) .  Minorities also continue 
to be underincluded in broadcast newsrooms. Editor & 
Publisher (7). 

Discrimination and its present effects have constrained 
the number of small, women owned and minority owned 
broadcast licensees. Ivy Planning Group (2) and (11). 

Lack of access to capital has contributed substantially 
to the low level of minority broadcast ownership. NTIA 
(9), MTDP (9), Braunstein (12). Hollifield ( E x .  5). 

Private equity funding for minority broadcast ventures 
is inhibited by several factors, including lack of 
referrals and connections, cultural differences, 
investors' belief that minorities lack experience, and 
marginal proposals accepted when presented by whites but 
not by minorities. Fried (15). One creative strategy 
to increase minority ownership is "equity pooling", 
under which investors combine their funds into a common 
pot, with each investor bidding for the pot, the winner 
being the low bidder. Chinloy ( 8 )  . 

Radio stations that target programming to minority 
listeners are unable to earn as much revenue per 
listener as stations that air general market 
programming. Minority owned radio stations also earn 
less revenue per listener than comparable majority 
broadcasters. 91% of minority radio broadcasters 
surveyed indicated that they had encountered "dictates" 
not to buy advertisements on their radio stations; 
typically, these "dictates" were "no Urban/Spanish" or 
"no minority." Ofori (4). 

I L .  Media consolidation is increasing rapidly. Compaine 
(17). Consolidation has coincided with hostility toward 
and lack of support for minority ownership. De France 
Washington (17). and Hammond (18). Minorities were 
largely excluded from media ownership until the 1970s. 
Dates (Ex. 4). Since then, FCC structural ownership 
policies have exacerbated minority underinclusion in 
broadcast ownership. MTDP (9). Ivy Planning Group (11), 
Wilson (ll), Ofori (15), Chester (16), and Brown 
(Ex. 3 ) .  Overly restrictive FCC f inancia l  
qualifications standards also impeded minority ownership 
between 1965 and 1981. Braunstein (12). FCC policies 
affecting minority ownership impose quantifiable costs 
on minority communities. Braunstein (12). 
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13. FCC policies promoting minority ownership were flawed 
inasmuch they they created financial incentives for 
nonminority owners to sell to minorities, but there were 
no corresponding incentives to keep those stations in 
the minority community or make those stations 
profitable. Wildman (13). 

14. Minority content providers face fewer barriers to entry 
in the Internet and other new media. Napoli (Ex. 6). 
While new technologies offer promise for minorities, 
that promise may not be fulfilled for a number of 
reasons, including adequacy of bandwidth, the digital 
divide, insufficient educational resources and access to 
capital. Ford-Livene (18). and NTIA (19). 
Consolidation in mass-audience media could push 
minorities onto the Internet, where they will likely 
reach a smaller audience. Napoli (Ex. 6). 

11. Media Service to Low Income and Rural Families 

The Omnibus NPRM sought information on: 

whether the level of diversity that the public enjoys varies 
among different demographic or income groups. Although 
access to broadcasting services is available to all 
individuals in a community with the appropriate receiving 
equipment, access to other forms of media typically requires 
the user to incur a recurring charge, generally in the form 
of a subscription fee. Does this or any other differences 
between broadcasting and other media reduce the level of 
diversity that certain demographic or income groups enjoy? 
Does the fact that 86% of American households pay for 
television impact this analysis? What is the extent of any 
disparity in access to diversity, and how should we factor in 
that disparity in our diversity analysis? 8 /  

The Diversity and Competition Supporters addressed these 

issues in their Initial Comments, pp. 142-145. To further 

illuminate these issues, MMTC commissioned the "Survey of Recent 

Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families" ("Low Income 

Families Literature Survey") , Exhibit 2 hereto .2' These 

- 8/ Omnibus NPRM, 17 FCC Rcd at 18520 ¶48. 

- 9/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families," Minority Media 
and Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 2 hereto). 
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conclusions can be drawn from the recent literature on this 

subject.u/ 

1. Traditional media may not be the most appropriate or 
effective information channels for conveying pro-social 
messages to young people and low income people. Collins 
(2). For example, low income people seldom regard 
libraries as among their major sources of information; 
the most common information source is friends and family 
members. Armstrong ( 3 ) .  

2. The fundamental issue affecting rural access to digital 
technology is the cost associated with longer distances 
from the customer to the switch. NECA (1). High speed 
Internet service may not be sustainable in many rural 
areas. NECA (8). Low income, high cost rural areas are 
being bypassed by service providers. Bowser ( 3 )  

3. The FCC should examine the impact of its media policies 
on journalism in general and civic discourse in 
particular. Chester (5). Many news stories important 
to low income facilities (e.a. stories about consumer 
fraud) fall victim to broadcasters' susceptibility to 
the pressure of large advertisers. Just (6). Media 
concentration can decrease the amount of news and 
information, to the detriment of those relying on free 
media or minority media. Shiver (6), and Consumers 
Union ( 7 ) .  One author theorizes that the 
interconnectedness of the American people may be 
threatened if the Internet evolves in a manner that 
tends to limit access to competing views on public 
issues. Sunstein (4). 

4. In 2000, the fully connected constituted 36% of the 
population with an ISP or high speed Internet access at 
home; the partially connected constituted 17% with basic 
Internet or e-mail service at home: the potentially 
connected constituted 21% who had no Internet service 
but do own a computer or have a cellular phone, and the 
disconnected constituted 26% who did not have any 
Internet services and did not have a computer or a cell 
phone. Cooper (1). Low income persons, the elderly and 
minorities were more likely to be among the 
disconnected. Cooper (l), N T I A  (4), Goslee (4). 

lo/ References to studies annotated in the Low Income Families 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Low Income Families Literature Survey on 
which the s tudy  is discussed (e.q. "NECA (1)"). 
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5. What we refer to as the "digital divide" affecting rural 
and low income households is unlikely to disappear in 
the foreseeable future. Cooper (1). Those not online 
may be cut off from important activities, such as 
business information, advertising and job listings, and 
for interactions with government officials. Cooper (1). 

6. The digital divide is not caused by a failure of those 
without access to appreciate the importance of 
technology; rather, it results from a maldistribution of 
skills and opportunities. Cooper (1). 

Conclusion 

These findings contribute to the framework for Commission 

action to preserve and promote minority ownership, and for the 

avoidance of regulations grounded on a numerical count of media 

voices that includes outlets unavailable to low income and rural 

consumers. 

January 27, 2003 

Respectfully submitted, 

D W i d # W  

David Honig 
Executive Director 
Minority Media and 

3636 16th Street N.W. 
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Washington, D.C. 20010 

dhonig@crosslink.net 

Counsel for Diversity and 
competition Supporters 

Telecomunications Council 

(202) 332- 7005 
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SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON RllNOKLTY MEDIA OWNERSHIP 

Dr. Kai.in L. Stanford, Prcsidcnt and Resca~-cli Consultant, Stanford and Associates 
Dr. Valerie C.’. 1ohnson: Assistant Professor, University of Illinois, Chicago 

A.  Is miiinritv owitersliip a necessiiry eoal of’ media ownership reeulation? 

2 .  Does mitioritv media ownership promote competition? 

17. Which media industry competes mnre effectively ncainst other 
media” one that excludes minorities. o r  one that  includes 
minorities? 

I l y u ,  Scitiig Kwan, “Justifying the FCC’s Minority Preference Policies,” 
~ ~ ~ / / I / / / / ~ / I ; ~ ~ / ; ~ ~ / I , S  nrid flie Lnw,  March 2001, Vol. 23 Issue 1, p. 61. 

1-his wticle investigates how coilits have used empirical evidence as the rationale for 
t l ie i i .  decisions iii cases r e p d i n g  tlic FCC’s minority broadcasting and equal protection 
politics. I t  also exploi-es which standard o f  rcvicw should be inore appropriate in 
applying ( l ie  FCC’s minority broadcasting and equal protection policies to enhance 
tlivcrsity in U.S. broadcasting. 

TIic sttidy ;t~-gttcs that tlic recenl deregulation trend o f  tlie overall teleconiinunicatioiis 
intiitstry a n d  t l ic rcsiilthg trend toward media consolidation has led to a decline i n  tlie 
niiiiilier of broadcast ownccs, tlircatcning minority cniploynient opportunities and 
tlivcrsity iii tlie hi-oadcast industry. Minority coniinercial broadcast oa~nersl~ip showed a 
ncgligiblc iiicrcnsc o f .  I % ,  from 2.5%) i n  1997 to 2.9% in 1998, a net gain of fifteen 
stiltions. I t  has not kcpt pacc with the developtnents witliin the industry as a whole. 
According to the author, “minority ownership o f  conimercial broadcast stations is a t  a 
lower level today than it  was i n  1994 and 1995.” Minority broadcasters are finding it 
increasingly difficult to conipete in  the 1-apidly consolidating broadcast industry. 

111 this  contcxt, tlic author maintains that therc are ample groullds for a coiiipelliiig 
interest in  remedying the past discrimination to increase diversity in  broadcasting in the 
United States, considering tlic decreasing proportioll of minority owncd stations and 
~pei.sistent ingrained probleiiis i i i  portraying and representing viewpoints of iiiiiiorities in 
tlic historical as well a s  societal contexts. 

Thc iiiitlicw coiicludcs that iiitcrincdiate scrutiny would bc a more appropriate test than 
strict scriitiny i n  dcciding the constitutionality of the FCC’s minority preference policies. 
Fui-tliei., coiii-ts not only should address Iiistorical and societal discrimination, but also 
sliould not ignore empirical evidence as their rationale, which already has shown a 
positivc correlatioii between minority ownership and program diversity in broadcasting. 

1 
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1 Does minority media ownership promote diversity? 

a Is a media industrv that excludes minorities less responsive to 
coinmunitv needs and interests than a media industry that 
includes minorities? 

b. Is a media industrv that excludes minorities less likely to incliide 
certain vicw1)oints than a media iiidustrv that includes minorities? 

“Diversity ot’Programiniug i n  the Broadcast Spectrum: I s  There a Link Between 
OwncI Race or  Ethnicity and News and  Pohlic hifairs Programming,” Santa Clara 
University aud University of Missouri, December 1999. 

.T‘lic inajot. tindings of this report indicate tlial: minority-owned radio stations were far 
i i iorc  likely to clioose a progrmi format that  appeals particularly to a iiiiiiority audience; 
niinority-owiicd radio stations wcre more likcly to provide news and public affairs 
prograniining 011 cvcnts or issues of particular conccrn to ininoritics; minority-owned 
I.iidio stations report greater racial diversity of on-air talent; and of radio statiolis that 
reported tailoring national IICWS stories to the local coininunity, minority-owncd stations 
wei’c f a r  iiiore likely to tailor the story to minority comniunity concerns. 

“Marltct Entry Barriers, Discriminatiou and Changes i n  Broadcast and Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Present,” Ivy Plauning Group LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Dcceinbcr 2000. 

Tlic study I-eports that ininoIity-owned businesses are inore integrated into, aligned with, 
and responsivc to the local communities that they serve, Their declining participation in 
broadcast a n d  wirclcss ownership, “lias rcsultcd in a diminished concer~i for local issues 
and nccds, which lias led to a loss of divcrsity of viewpoints.” 

FuI-ther, thc autlioi-s iiiaintaiii  that discrimination and its present day effects have resulted 
i n  fcwci. sniall, wonien and minority broadcast licensees; fewer broadcast stations and 
\vircless licenses owned and operated by small, women and minority licensees; and fewer 
coiiiiuunitics served by loc;il and community-bascd small, woinen and minority licensees. 

Domke, David, “llacial Cues and Political Idcology: An Examination of Associative 
I’riining,’’ C O I I I I I I I ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I ~  Rcscrrrch, December 2001, Vol. 28 Issue 6, p. 712.  

This rcsearcli theorizes that the presencc or absence in political conve~-sation of racial 
cucs-that is, refcrences by elitcs and news media to images commonly understood as 
tied to particular racial or ctlinic groups-may substantially influencc whether citizens’ 
racial cognitions contribute to their political judgments. In particular, such symbolic a l e s  
in discourse may activate a n  iniportant linkage between an individual’s racial perceptions 
and political ideology, which soinc scholars suggest have become closely intertwined in 
tlic U.S. political environinent. 



‘J‘Iic study conducts an experiment in which the news discourse about crime was 
systeniatically nltcred-as including racial cues or not-within controlled political 
informiltion environments to examine how individuals process, interpret, and use issue 
formation i n  foi-ming political jutlgnicnts. The findings suggest that racial cues not only 
trigger thc association bctwcen racial perceptions and political ideology but i n  turn 
p i m i p t  individuals to become more idcologically distinct in their political evaluations. 

Thc ircscarch pi-nvides evidcnce of thc importance and influcnce of racial cues in 
discourse by politicians, interest groups, and news media. Most notable in this study is 
that political ideology was linkcd with perceptions of both African Americans and 
Ilispanics, wliich suggcst that for inany individuals, racial and ethnic stcrcotypes becotlie 
Imth cognitively embedded and politically enmeshed. According to the author, “it scenls 
plnusiblc [hat inany Whitc Aniericnns, in particular, may have a people-of-color schema 
that integrates perceptions of various non-White populations while also linking these 
pel-ceptiotis to a range of political judgments.” 

Mastro, I h n a  E., “The Portrayal of‘Racia1 Minorities on Pr ime  Time Tcleuision,” 
. f r m r n r / f  of Uwntfcnstiirg & E/ecfrwric Merlin, Fall 2000, Vol. 44 Issue 4, p. 690. 

In this study, a one-week sample ofprime time television (8-1 I p.nl.) for ABC, CBS, 
Fox, and NBC \vas constnicted to represent broadcast entertainment programming tor 
1?96. I n  a systcinxtic content analysis, the frequencies and attributes of ethnic minority 
a n d  ni;ijority characters wcrc documented, with particular attention to Latinos and their 
intcractioii with other TV characters. Thc study’s findings update tlic cui-rent status of 
minority portrayals and idcntify prevalent attrihutcs of minority poitrayls th:lt inay impact 
vicwer pei.ceptions. 

Tl ic  ovei.all racial bi-cakdown for individual characters appearing in the full sample in 
Icj96 primc timc television programs found: 80% of the main and minor charactcrs were 
C;iucasian, aiid 52%) ofthc Caucasians were i n  main roles; 16% were African American, 
;md 56%, of them were in iilaiii roles; 3% of thein were Latinos, and 44% of tliein were in 
liiaiii roles; I YO werc Asian Anlericans. There were no Native Americans. 

Tlic pattcrn of  inclusion of  African Americans and the near exclusion of all other ethnic 
1~1i11oi.itics has bcen continued, maintains the author. Race of television character was 
stl-ongly related to program typc: 77% of Latino appearances were on crime shows, 51% 
of Caucasians were on situation comedies, and African Americans wece primarily 
distributed between sitconis (34%) and crime shows (40%). 

~oiivei-satioiia~ and personal attributes among these racial groups were examined. 
Latinos worc significantly more accessorics and jewelry than Caucasians. African 
Americans were more provocative i n  their dress than Caucasians, aiid less professioiial in 
[heir dress than were Caucnsians. Latino characters f e l l  betwccn the two groups on both 
attire nicxsuics. Latinos wcre best groomed and the African Americans least well 
gl-clomcd. Coiiveisatioiis iiivol\jing Latinos werc iniost tense and least spontaneous, 



lp:ii.~icdiirly wlicn conipat.cd to African Aincrican character conversations; Caucasians 
fell bctwcen these two groups on both items. Conversation topics also varied by race. 
Tlic pi-cdoinin:ite topics for Latinos centered on criine and violence (30%) and domestic 
issucs (ZY’K,). Busiiiessiprofessional issues were the inost coininon topic among 
Caucasians, i i t  29%, with crinic second at 19%. For African Americans, biisincss, 
pci-soii;il rclationsliips and socialilcisurc issues each accounted for 17% of their topics; 
crime was not among their top tliree topics of conversation. 

Ofnri, Koli Asiedu, “Wlien Being No. 1 Is Not Enough: T h e  Impact  of Advertising 
Practices on Minarity-Owned and Minority Formatted Broadcast Stations,” A 
Report  Prepared by the Civil Rights Forum on Communications Policy. Submitted 
to t h e  Oftice of Communications Business Opportonities, Fcderal Communications 
Cornmission, Washington, D.C., 1999. 

The study, based upon 1996 data for 3,745 radio stations, indicates that stations that 
targct prngmniining to iniinority listeners are ttnablc to earn as much revenue per listener 
as stntinns that a i r  gcncral market programnling. Thc study also suggests that minority- 
owncd radio stations earn lcss rcvenuc pci- listener than [majority broadcasters that own a 
coinpamblc numhcr of stations iintionwidc. 

The disparities i n  advertising pcrformance m a y  be attributed to a variety of factors 
incltidii~g ccoiioinic efficicncies derived from coinmon ownership, assessinents of listener 
inco~nc and spcnding patterns, or ctliniciracial stcrcotypcs that influence the media 
buying process. As prcliniinary findings, the anecdotal and quantitative cvidencc 
suggests that certain practices in the advcrtising industry undermine marketplace 
compctition and First Amcndment principles favoring diversity of viewpoint. 

Tlic study recominends further research that is sufficiently funded to fully examine i t s  
prclimiiial-y findings. The study also recommends that thc fcdet-a1 government, based 
upon subsequent rcscarch atid public comment, devclop a policy statement on advertising 
pr;icticcs and issue an excciitive order prohibiting federal agencies from contracting with 
:id agencies that engage in unfair or disci-iniinatory advel-tising practices. With regard to 
thc private sector, broadcastcrs, advertisers, and ad agencies should adopt a voluntary 
code of conduct that prohibits “no UrhaniSpanish dictates” and “minority discounts” and 
tha t  promotes a broad and divcrsc range of programming of all Americans. 

Ninety-one perccnt of niinority radio broadcasters responding to the study survey 
indicated t h a t  tliey had encountered “dictatcs” not to buy advertisements on their radio 
stations. Eflblts tn overcome “dictates” with market researcli that justifies ads 011 

mitlority-formatted stations wcre niost coininonly met with no response ol-no rescissio~~ 

nnc Imccnt of Lhc advel-tisemcnts purchascd 011 tlicii- stations wcre discounted. Forty- 
four percent estiinated that “no Ui-bardSpanish dictates” and “minority dictates” interfere 
with theii- ability to raise capital and to acquire minority-fot-matted stations, and also 
deti-act froin the value of minority-tbrniatted stations when they are being sold. 

of ihc dictate by advertisers 01- ad agencies. Survey respondents also estimated that sixty- 

A 



Goodalc, Gloria, “TV in Black and White,” C/iri.s/in~i Scimce Monitor, I1/20/98, Vol. 
90 Issue 250, p. 13. 

The article focuses on African Americans in television programs in tlie United States in 
1998. I t  notes t l in t  there is no single show that dcfincs a black gencration. Further, 
tclcvisioii pi’ogi-anis about racial issues to siniply iiicluding pcople of other raccs. The 
:iiticIc contends that socixl issues must be dealt with before television will stop focusing 
011 race. Tlic disappearance of a single representation of blacks has brought about iiiore 
diverse and realistic images. 

Frutkiu, Alan Jarncs, “liphill Uattle,”Mcrliniveck, 11/15/99, Vol. 9 Issue 43. 

‘l‘lic article exainincs a survcy addressing the employinent discrimination of African 
Aiiierican tclevision writcrs in the United States. According to the survey conducted by 
tlic Bevel-ly Hills/IIollywood branch of the National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored I’cople (NAACP), of the 839 writers einployed 011 prime-ti~ne television dramas 
;ind coinedics (dui-ing tlic 1998 scason), only 5 5  or 6.6 percent-arc African American. 

Thc  survey iiotcs that 40 ofthose 5 5  African Ainerican writers are einployed at UPN and 
the WB, whereas only 15 are cmployed on shows that air on ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox, 
and  that 83 pcrccnt of the 55  were employed on black-themed shows. Thirty-thrce 
percent oftliose 5 5  writers were employed on just two shows-UPN’s Moesha and its 
spin-off, Thc Parkas. These facts have led to charges o f  discrimination, particularly 
when one considers that wliitc writers havc niorc access. According to the study, 
producen on black-tliemed shows are consistently pressured by the networks to hire 
white wi-itcrs. White produccrs, on the other hand, are not similarly pressured to hire 
,African Anicrican writers. 

Squircs, Catherine R., “Black Talk Radio,” Hnrvnrd Iiilerntilionnl Joiiriinl Of 
/’i.e,s.s/l’o/i/ics, Spring 2000, Vol. 5 Issue 2, p. 7 3 .  

This article presents reseal-cli concerning tlie relationship between media and public 
spheres rlirougli an investigation of an Afi-ican American owned and operated talk-radio 
sIio\v in Chicago (WVON). Tlic article concludes that, coritraiy to some scholars’ 
Ipcssimistic view of coinmcrcial mcdia’s role i n  the decline o f  the public sphere, the radio 
station portrayed is a n  intcgral and useful institution for thc Black public sphere in 
Chicago. 

The study reveals how African American community inembers and listeners use the 
station as a public foruni wherein traditional political concerns, as well as identity 
politics, at-c aired and discussed. Further, the article argues that j t  is precisely because the 
statioii is owned and operated by Blacks that it is able to draw and sustain a substantial 
a n d  loyal audience. Because they trust the station to “talk their talk”, community 
mcmbers are enthusiastic about participating in the station’s conversational activities and 
arc even willillg to malic personal financial contributions when advertising revenue is 
IOU. 



nixoil, Travis, slid I h n i c l  Linz, “Racc and the Misrepresentation of victimization 
on Loca l  Telcvisioii News,” Corrrr,rrrrticnfiori Research, October 2000, Val. 27 lssiie 5, 
1,. 547. 

I’liis articlc provides a content analysis of a random samplc of tclcvision news aired ill 

Los Angeles and Orange Counties to asscss representations of Whites, Blacks, and 
Latinos as crime victims. InteIgroup comparisons (Black vs. White and Latino versus 
Whitc) revealed that Wliites arc more likely tliaii African Ainericaiis and Latinos to be 
portrayetl as victinis ofcritnc 1111 telcvision ~iews.  

Intcrrolc coiiipai.isons (perpetrator and victim) revealed that Blacks and Latinos arc morc 
likely to he portrayed as lawbreakers than  as crime victims. The reverse is true of White 
and Interrcality comparisons (television i iews vcrsus crime reports), which revealed that 
Wliites are oven-cptesented, Latinos are underrepresented. and Blacks are neither 
overrcpresented nor underrepresented as homicide victinis on television news coniparcd 
Lo crime ueports. Convcrscly, African A~nc~’icans arc ovcrrcprcsented, Latinos are 
tiiidcn-cpucscntcd. and Caucasians arc nei thcr overrcprcsented not undcrrcprcscntcd as 
pctpetrators on television news. Whites appear to be overrepresented as victinis, while 
Blacks ai’c relegated to roles as perpetrators, and Latinos are largely absent on television 
IlCWS. 

According to the antlior, cxposure to the ncws m a y  lead to a cultivation effcct, whereby 
\,ic\vcrs conic to hclicvc that the real world is similar to the telcvision world. Furthcr, 
White viewers who regularly watch telcvision news may come to overestimate their 
cliances of victimimtion and be unrealistically fearful of victimization by Black 
Iperpetratoi’s. 

I)omltc, David, “The Press, Race Relations, and Social Change,” Jorwriolo/’ 
C,,nrnrri/iictrliori, Sumnier 2001, Vol. 51 Tssue 2, p. 317. 

Scholars froin varying perspectives have suggested that discourse in media content niay 
play an iinpoi-rant role in  shaping and reinforcing perceptions of race relations, 
particularly among White Americans. llowevei-, there I ias been relatively little 
systcmatic consideration of whcthcr and, if so, how discourse in tlic prcss has contributcd 
ovcr time to relations betwccn Whitcs and Blacks. 

This study takes up this issue Iiy exatnining the racial ideologies present in coverage by 
14 niainstream ncwspapers ofU.S. Supreme Couit decisions in  1883 and 1896 that 
alloivcd and then institutionalized “separate but equal” irace relations. Findings suggest 
t h t  discourse in the n~ainsrream prcss er~couragcd racial values and attitudes [Jlat weft 
simdtancously hcing institutionalized in  several cultural arenas by social Da~-wi~iisnl, 
[Jookcr I .  Wasliingion’s acconiinodationisni, and legalized segregation. 
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dacobs, Ilonald N., R u u ,  M c d h  n ~ d  the crisis uf Civil Society, (Cambridge, UK: 
C:tnibridge Univcrsity Press, 2000). 

I I ic atitlior aigiies for the iinpoi-tance o f  the Black press. The authors contend tha t  a 
“B1;iclc press" contributcs positively and cnlcially to public discourse on racial issocs. 

Even a lihcral White press, a n d  cven inulticiiltiiralist newspapers such as the Miarrri 
He,-old (with its Spanish edition) 01- the SOIT ./me Mercurv Nmw (with a Spanish and 
Vietii;tmesc cditioii) appai-cntly cannot function in the same niaiiner. According to the 
autlior, Al‘rican Americans lack control over images presented of them aiid tlie stories 
told about tlicin to heir dctrimciit as wcll as society’s. 

“A civil socicty consisting of multiple piihlics requires a media system coiisisting o f  
iiiiiltiple media,” assct-ts Jacobs. Jacobs focuses on Los Angeles and specifically the 
I965 events in Watts aiid iii I992 following the Rodney King beating trial verdict. 
Content analysis of a half dozen papcrs, the leading pairs ofBlack aiid White papers in 
New Y o k  City, Los Angcles, a n d  Chicago, rcveals significant diffcrenccs. With Watts, 
tlic Wliitc papcrs valorized the police and condeinned thc riotci-s. The Black papcrs 
conversely condemned the police, but took a nuanced view of the rioters as perhaps 
having worthwhile goals pursucd by counterproductive means. 

Jacobs points out that tlie loss o f  Black newspapers has not bccn matched by a n  opening 
up of White ncwspapers. If racial justice remains a goal, i t  will be necessary both to 
~~rcsc i - vc  thc distiuctivencss of Black newspapers and to ciistirc t l ic intcgration of Wliitc 
newspnpcrs. 

Editoii i l ,  “Explain Diversity Gap,” E d h r  find Piiblislier, 7/16/2001, Vol. 134 Issue 

r 1  

28,p.  14. 

This editorial examines the decline iii the divcrsification of daily newspapers. According 
to ihe author, TV news is doing a far betterjob than daily newspapers. Journalists of 
color hold 21.8% o f  all jobs i n  English-language TV newsroom. When Spanisti- 
language stations arc added, the percentage of minority TV journalists climbs to 24.6%. 
By contrast, people of color heldjust 11.6% o f  daily newspaper journalisin jobs-a 
dcclinc froin 2000. 

Accordiiig to the iwtlior, i t  is ti-tie that the thrcat o f  losing their federal license makes 
broadcasters far more sensitive to demands fot- diversity. Nonetheless, TV news is hardly 
perfect. Minorities account for just 6.5% of news directors a t  English-language stations, 
hut 9% of newspaper supervisors. 

“Wlio’s 011 tlic News,” Fail-rlcss & Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR), J u n e  2002. 

This study examines racial and gender bias in network news sources (ABC World News 
Tonight, CBS Evening News and N B C  Nightly News) i n  2001, and finds that 92 percent 
of a l l  U.S. sourccs interviewed were white, 85 percent were Inale and, where party 
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affiliatioii was itleiitifiable, 75 pcrcent were Republican. According to the report, big 
busincss was also overrepresented. I n  a ycar i n  which the country lost 2.4 million jobs, 
coi-porate rcpresentatives appeared about 35 times more frequently than did union 
i-ei”-csent;itivcs, accounting for 7 pci-cent of sources versus labor’s 0.2 perceiit. 

Ikrcial iiiibalanccs in  sourcing wcrc dramatic across the hoard. Nincty-two percent of 
SOIII-CC~ werc while, 7 percent were black, 0.6 percent were Latino, 0.6 percent were 
Arab-Amcricaii, and 0.2 percciit were Asian Amci-ican. Out of a total of 14,632 sources, 
only onc (on NBC) was identified as Native Aiiicricaii. 

Ilcndall, Stcve, and Will Creeley, “White Noise: Voices of Color Scarce on Urban 
Public Radio, E s f m ,  Fairness & Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR), October 2002. 

The article reports findings of an Lxfra survcy of public radio stations in seven U.S. 
ui-ban niarltcts (KCRW i n  Los Aiigeles, KQED i n  San Francisco, WBEZ i n  Chicago, 
WNYC iii New York City, W A M U  in Washington, D.C., WABE in Atlanta, and WLRN 
i n  Miami). ,According to survcy rcsults, the dominant voices on the leading public radio 
st;itions iirc ovcrwliclmiiigly white (88 pci-cent) and prcdominantly nialc (69 percent). 

The dominance of white, male voiccs contrasts with public radio’s professed inission of 
inclusiveness, espccially w h e n  considering tlic diversity of the metropolitan areas the 
stations scrvc. 

Cliinloy, Peter, “Equity Pooling and Media Ownership,” Federal Corrtnrrinicnfions 
Lnw .loiirnnt, Vol. 51, No. 3, p. 557-575, May IY99. 

This articlc cxainines mctliods to increase the diversity of ownership o f  media outlets. 
According to the author, there are several reasons why public policy might be focused in 
this dircction. First, thc I n d i a  Iias a public goods characteristic whcrc private pricing is 
not proportional to the benefits obtained by any oiic consuincr. With high fixcd costs and 
virtually no iiiarginal costs, tlnet-e are barriers to entry foi- capital constrained entities. 
Sccund, the media disseminatcs education and culture, which are not homogeneous. 
Third, corporate ownership may target progranlming and content toward median and  
lepresentative consumers, restricting access to a diverse audience. 

Thc articlc offcrs a proposal for pooling cquity for purchase of incdia properties. It is 
bascd on widespread practices for savings pooli~ig used in inner city and immigrant 
coliiniiitii[ics, b u t  with cei-taiii wriiiklcs that facilitate securitization, diversification, and 
incrc;iscd acccss. The hasis of the contract is the rotating saving and credit amount used 
to  pool savings to achieve capital a c c ~ ~ n l ~ ~ l a t i o n .  These accounts provide funds for a 
CIOWII  payiiicii~ 011 ii horisc or to buy a sinall business. Investors co~nbine thcir funds iiito 
ii colnnloii pot. Each investor bids for tlic pot, tlic wiiiner bcing the low bidder. 

To z~pply the eqLiity pooling concept to the purchasc of media properties requires 
Inoditication of existing arrangements. For the incdia pool, investors receive a package 

R 



O F  Lwo assets: a return and a nianagenient riglit. They are required to participate i n  a 
set-ics of invcstinents, although thcy can transfer their slot by sale to anothcr investor. 

The articlc o ~ t t l ~ n c ~  a n  iinplcnientablc strategy for expanding ownership of media 
propcrtics. Thc stratcgy achicvcs divcrsification and is incentive cotnpatiblc by 
cstahlisliing bidding inarltcts for inanageinent and contcnt. Divcrsification reduces thc 
risk of concentrating on one property and one market. Setting tip markets for 
n i~~nagemcn t .  with ~-cqi~ii.enicnts that managemcnt hold a substantial cquity position, 
i.cduces tlie tcndency to ~n;ixiiiiizc cxpenscs and shifts them toward maximizing profits, 
while ;itraining cultural objectives. 

c. 

“Changes, Challenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Owncrship ii i  the United States,” National Telecommunications and Information 
Atlministr‘ation (December 2002). 

In ;itIditioii tn providing rl histoty of National TeIccoinii~unications Iiifonnation 
Administration‘s (NTIA) role in promoting minority ownership, this report also provides 
important data on the currcnt status of diversity in broadcasting. Overall, NTlA concludes 
that the representation of iniiiorities in  broadcast ownership is low, i n  coinparison to the 
overall minority poptilation and non-minority ownership totals. Data indicates that this 
tiiidcrrcpresciitation is dii-cctly rclatcd to tlic lack of access to invcstnicnt capital and thc 
lack of legislation and policy initiativcs to promotc niinority ownct-ship. The disparities 
cnipliasize the continuing need for initiatives that address those issues, which prevent 
minorities from fully participating in tclecoinnionications ownersliip. 

Minority Commercial Broadcast Ownership in the United States, A Report of the 
Minority Telccommrinicatiolis Development Program, National 
‘[elecoiniiioriicatioiis And Information Administration and United States Dept. of 
Coin tncrcc, 1937. 

Tlie rcport provides research data on the. u~iderrepresentation of minority broadcast 
ownct.ship. Tt also seeks to determine the source of the utiderrepresentation. According to 
the rcport, historically, minority broadcast owners and advocates for minority broadcast 
owncrship liavc argucd that this unden.eprcscntation is due to the lack of access to 
invcstnicnt capital and tlie lack of policies and incentives designed to promote nlinority 
ownership i n  the telecommunications industry. Tlie Minority Teleconimunications 
Development Program (MTDP) has gathered anecdotal and enlpirical data that support 
this claim. 12esearcli indicate that minorities still lack access to the capital necessary to 
tievelop broadcasting businesses, a n d  that tliere are now fcwer policy iliitlatlves and 
inccntivc-based programs for minority cominercial broadcast ownership than tlierc was i n  
1990 w h e n  MTDP conducted its initial broadcast ownership survey. Moreover, changes 
i n  industry policies and governniciit regulations have increased station prices, reduced 
ownership divcrsity, increased tlie challenges faced by minority commercial station 
owners competing for advertising revenues, rescinded key incentive-based programs 

\Vliv is minoritv pai.ticipation in media ownership so slivlit? 

. . .  . 
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tlesigiiccl to encourage minority ownership in commercial broadcasting, and 111 timately, 
incre:ised concentration of media owncrsliip. 

The first signilicant cliange occurrcd in 1990, when the FCC declined to extend 
c ~ i I ~ a n c c i i i c ~ i ~  credits for minority ow~icrship undcr divcrsification of ownership criterion 
in  comparative hearing processes. Perhaps t l ic most significant change in coinniercial 
radio h r o ~ i d ~ i ~ ~ t i ~ h g  occurrcd in September 1992, when tlie FCC rclaxed the national 
owiicrsliip caps to allow a single liccnscc to own u p  to 18 AM and 18 FM stations 
iationwidc. Local ownership rules similarly were modified to permit a single owner to 
own a n  increased number of stations within a local market, depending on market size. 
Thc I-IIICS also provided that a n  entity could hold H non-controlling intcrest in an 
additional t l irce stations in  each scrvicc if minorities or sniall businesses controlled those 
stations. Most large group owners have not taken advantage of this inccntive. The 
iiicrcasc i n  national ownership limits lias resulted in  a dramatic increase in the number of 
coininci-cia1 radio stations controlled by ;I single entity, ai i  increase i n  station prices, a n d  
tlie growth of compcting media i n  recent years. This is extremely problematic 
considering tha t  large group owncrs have significant control over the local media 
marltctplacc and  an advantage in  dominating attractive advertising demographics and 
dictating the ternis Ihr advertising. This kind of control by large group owners will niakc 
it increasingly difticult for minority owned stations to compete in the marketplace. 
Consequently, the current limits will drive minorities out of broadcast ownership and 
preclude new niiiiority owners Il.om entering the iiidustiy. 

I n  ;iddttion to thc FCC's rclaxation of ownership caps, i n  1995, Congress repealed the 
niinority tax certificate program that provided tax benefits to the seller of a media 
131-opcrty who sold to a minority investor. F~irther, tlie 1995 Suprcine Court ruling in 
, 4 f / O / ' m J d  Cm.~f!-z~for.s, r/ic. 1'. Pelin, that race-bascd preferences awarded by the federal 
governmcnt are subject to a standai-d o f  strict scrutiny, lias created new challenges for 
dcsigning government inccntivc programs that arc based on race. Minority ndvocatcs 
fcar t ha t  thcsc changcs thrcateti the fiitui-c of government incentive programs for 
niinori ti es. 

The passage of the  Telecoiiiniunications Act of I996 created even niore deregulation in  
coinniercial broadcasting. Its attempt to incrensc competition drove station priccs to their 
highcst levcls. Under thc provisions of the 1996 Act, a single company can have radio 
Iioldings i n  a market that arc substantial enough to rcsult in its control of up to 40 pcrccnt 
of the aclver~ising revenue in that market. Minority owners now face increasing difficulty 
in gcncrat in~ rcvenues that are suffcicnt to maintain viable businesses in markets where 
one company exercises this degree of control. 

Tllc l'cpol~l concludcs that minority broadcast ownership is desirable because I t  enllances 
diversity of  viewpoint and minority broadcast einploytncnt. The report also concludcs 
tha t  i t  is time for rcnewed cxainination and public dcbate about the i~npact of media 
conccntriitioti, and  the importance of minority ownership to localism, diversity and 
universal service. Policymnkers, legislators, and industry professionals i l l  both the public 
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nnd Ill-ivare sectors need to t l i ink anew about which tools and nictliods will effectively 
i iicimisc ininorily pal-ticipation in the broadcast and telecoininunications industries. 
NTI A has argued consisteiitly that divcrsity of ownership provides for n~ulticultural 
expression and awareness, and helps bring focus to issues of particular importance to 
iiidividuaI coininunities. In  addition, ininority owned firins tend to liirc minorities 
iiiorc oftcn than  iioi~-~niiiority firins, and oftcn i n  professional positions. NTJA bclieves 
t h a t  tlicsc are important goals and will coiiti~iue to work to bring these issues to the fore. 

“ M a r k e t  Entry Barriers, Discrimination snd Cliangcs in Broadcast and Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Present,” Ivy Planning Group LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Decciiiber 2000. 

This sludy finds that women and minorities have faced pervasivc discrimination, as wcll 
as sinall business market ciitiy barriers, paiticularly in  tlie fifties and sixties. The FCC 
attempted to ainelioratc that discrimination in tlie seventies, eighties and early nineties 
tlirouyli tlic t a x  ccrtiticate, dislress sales, coimparative nierit, and lottery pi-cferences. 
Accordiitg to the study, niinoritics and  woincii made modest gains in broadcast 
o~viicrsliip dui-ing this period. amidst pcrsistcnt capital market discriminatioii and otlier 
sinal1 husincss marltct entry barriers. Howcvcr, those gains were essentially reversed i n  
1995, by both Congress’s elimination of tlic tax certificate program and the Suprcnic 
Coui.t’s dccision i n  A d m i n d ,  wliicli inadc i t  significantly more difficult for race- 
conscious rulcs and policies to be implemented by tlic FCC. The deregulation and tlie 
lifting of ownci-ship caps under the Telccomi~iunicatioiis Act of I996 made these barricrs 
iicai.ly insurinountablc for sinall, minority- and women-owned business attempting to 
thrivc or cven enter the broadcast industry. 

According to the Ivy Planning Group, “The sequence of rollbacks of minority and wonici~ 
ownership programs and credits, iiidustiy-wide deregulation, industry-wide 
co~isoliclrition, evcn, absence of accuratc, up-to-date statistics documenting the full impact 
on woiiicn and minority pcirticipation, liavc combined to present significant barriers to 
\voinen- and minority- owned businesses being significantly represented in broadcast and 
\vircIcss ownersliil>.” 

\Vilson, ‘rhonias G.,  Fcdcrnl C~~iiiiriiiiiicnfioii ’.v Coiriirii.vsioii Policies niid /he Groivflr 
of Miirority Olwizer,sliip ofBrondcnst S/a/ioirsfioiit 1977 to 1993: A Crificnl Aiinb.si.7 
(Howard University 1994). 

Wilson’s tlissci-tation is a study of the relationship between the major Federal 
Communications Commission’s (FCC) diversity and ownership policies and the 
sustained growtli of minority owncrsliip of broadcast stations between I977 and 1992. 
‘I‘IJC po~icics coiisidcred arc limitcd to the following: (1) the Con~rnuriIcatioris Act of 
1934, which is treated as background; (2) thc following 1978 to 1982 policics--the 
Minority Ownership Anieiidment of 1978 and the Radio Deregulation Aincndinent of 
1981; (3) the Multiple Ownership Rule of 1986 which changed ownership limits from the 
7-7-7 Rule to tlie 14-14-14 Rule; (4) the two Multiple Ownership Rule changes of 1992: 



the first occurred in  Marcli 1992, changing the limits from the 14-14-14 Rule to tlie 30- 
30- I 4  Rule, and tlic second occu~-red i n  August 1992, changing the limits to tlic current 
23-23-14 Rule; and ( 5 )  the effcct o f  projected ownership limit increases through 1993 
and  beyond. 

111 csscncc, Llic collectivc rcsults of this study suggest that the FCC policics combined 
with tliosc of the U.S. Economic Devclopment Administratioii (EDA), lending 
iiistitulioiis and advertisers, l iave had a cumulativc adverse effect on the sustained growth 
of minority ownership of broadcast stations. This study further contends tha t  because 
w c a l t l i  has p i c r a l l y  remaincd i n  the top 5% of the population, t l ie majority of broadcast 
stations rciiiain iii the hands o fn  few. 

T h e  study rccommends that future FCC diversity policies should not be devcloped in  a 
mcnum. These policics sliould includc more economic dcvelopinent aspects, cspecially 
cquitablc acccss to capital for station start-up, maiiitenaiice, and expansion. 

Thc author contciids that i t  is bccausc of the acti~al/pcrccivcd power of tlic incdia 
(cspccially tlic electronic mcdia) to iiitlucnce change, and their potcntial as a inirror of all 
lhuman existence, that minorities demand to become broadcast property owners. As such, 
h e y  can conti-01 and/or intluence the interpretation of tlie “labels and images” of 
themselvcs that arc presenied by those media. Additionally, i t  is possible and probablc for 
minoi-ity ownei.sliip and iiianagcment to make program content diversity available to all 
vicwers i i i  the niarkctplacc, thus, iiicrcasing tlic dcinocratization of information and 
tlccrcasing cultui-al and intcllechial domination of inforination. 

Bixiinsteiii, Yale, ‘“rlic IiCC’s Financial Qualification Requirements:  Economic 
Evaluatioii of a Barricr to Entry for Minority Broadcasters,” Fcrlcrnl 
C,Jnt/fruriicci/ioris Lniv .loirr.ftn/, Vol. 53, No. 1 (December  I ,  2000). 

In 1965, tlic Fcdcral Coiniiitinicatioi~s Commission articulatcd certain tiiiancial 
I-equirements that applicants for broadcast lieeiises must  satisfy. Specifically, applicants 
liad to  show they liad sufficient funds to cover application costs, construction costs, and 
tlic operatin2 expenses foi. one year witliout any revenue offsets. This standard, known as 
the U/~rmision rule, was liberalized by t l ie Conimissioii in a series of decisions in  1978, 
1979, and  1981. In announcing these actions, tlie Commission explicitly cited its colicern 
about the level of minority ownership of broadcasters. The Commission considcrcd its 
action to be one that will provide a more reasonable and realistic financial qualification 
standard for a l l  aural applicants and will specifically benefit minority applicants seeking 
entry into the radio broadcast service. The Comniission’s decision liere is based, in large 
part, on the finding, in its 1982 Minority Ownership Task Force Report, tha t  station 
lillancii~g has bccii a principal barrier to minority broadcast ownership. 

I31-at11istein considers his article timely because of: (1) the renewed interest o f  the 
Commission in increasing minority ownership of broadcasters, (2) the changes i n  
ownersliip limits enactcd i n  the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and (3) the planned use 
ofatIctioiis to award ilcw television broadcast licenses, possibly raising new barriers to 



the entry of minorities. Braunstcin’s at.ticle focuscs on how onc might collccr and analyze 
cviilcnce to measure thc ccono~nic effects of tlic financial qualification rcquircments. His 
iii.ticIc ignores tlic qnestions whether these requirements are politically desirable or 
coiistitutioiial, but  instcad foctiscs on economic, not legal analysis. It examines tlirec 
major rcscarcli questions: ( I )  did the FCC’s financial qualification regulations in  tlic 
1980s ci-catc iiii unrcasonablc disadvantagc to minorities i n  tlic award of iiew broadcast 
licenscs? (2) Can one mcasurc the ecoiioniic effects on minority broadcasters, on 
iuinorily employnicnt. and on program suppliers’? (3) Can one detect any effect 011 

progri~niming and editorial content of tlicse financial requirements? 

Braunstcin sets forth a financial modcl of an ai-chctypal radio broadcast group that 
cnahlcs tlic estimation of thc value o f  an individual broadcast property and to tlie 
calctilation of tlie cffccts of various practiccs and policies on that value. The logic is 
straighlfoi-ward: i f a  certain practice (e.g., discrimination i n  lending) or policy (e.g., 
tliscotitinuation of minority tax certificates) raises the cost to the entrant, i t  reniovcs 
~ c ; i l t I i  fi.0111 tlie minority conimunity. Rcgardless of whether the original effect occurs all 
ut oncc or over several years, as in the cnsc o f  iiiyhcr intcrest ratcs, the changc in wealth 
is nic~isurcd i n  dollars as a lump siiin. For cxainple, tlic hypothetical data found that  an 
inci.eosc iii tlic interest I-ate for tlic long-tcrm loan at start-up led to a value reduction o f  
appl-oximntcly $440,000 per station at today’s prices. Using a similar approach, the 
inodel denionstrated that discontinuation of tlic minority tax certificate program res111ts in 
ii loss of value ofapliroxiniately SI .5 niillion tor each station transfer that is affected 
( ; )gin ,  i n  ctiiicnt dollars). This arliclc addrcsscd hvo othcr questions in addition to tlic 
cffccts ofbarrici-s to cnti-y on thc dctci.niinatioii of valuc. Thc cffccts of barriers on 
eniployincnt can be measured within the fi-aniewoi-k provided here, althougli t h i s  article 
does not show any samplc calculations. It  is likely that the largest portion of these effccts 
will result froin the “strong” hari-icr cases. If minority groups cannot acquire stations 
because ol ‘ t l ie lack of funding, the coiiiposition of t l ie workforce does not change. 

Wildman, Steven S. and Theomary Knramanis, “The Economics of Minority 
Programming,” i n  /nvcs/ing in Diiwrsify, The Aspen Institute (1998). 

The preniisc of this paper is that programs that can be bcneficial to America’s 
tinderscrved population are undersupplied by the U S .  television indust~y. The authors 
cxaminc tlic cconomic factors contributing to the low supply. With tlic exception of 
iss~ics related to minority ownci-ship, thc constrilints on supply of minority programs 
rclntc to t l ie f i c t  that large blocks of viewcrs with similar tastes exert inordinate influence 
on the supply of programs. Tliel-e is cvidence to suggest that minority ownership should 
have a positivc inipact on tlic supply of minority programming, but the authors do not 
consider that evidence concIusi~e.  It is not clear that FCC programs that promote 
iiiinoi-ity owncrship would help, considcring that FCC policies create tillancia1 incentives 
for nori-niinority owncrs to sell to minorities, but tlicre are no conesponding incentives to 
keep those slations in the minority community. The lack o f  profitability, i.e. z~dvertising 
Icvenue rei. ]minority owners reduces the incentive to maintain the media entity in 
minority hands. GI-catel- profitability for ininority-controlled media sliould ft~rtlier 
inctease tlie s~ipply of minority programs. 



I. What  has been the imiiact of discrimination and its present effects nil 
niinoritv media ownersliip? 

Craft ,  Stephanie L,ynn, The Iirti)nct of  diver.^ Brondcosr Statioii OI IVJC~S/ I~ ‘ I  011 

Progm~~riii i irg, Stan ford University, 2000. 

-rlic uestilts o f  Stephanie Craft’s dissertation provide suppoit for FCC policies designed to 
increase minority broadcast ownership. Iler rcsearcli indicates that  diverse ownership is 
positively I-elntetl to diverse programming behavior. 

I n  tlic Lliirty ycars since tlic Kci-ncr Coinmission faulted tlic media for inadequatc 
coverage of iiiinoi-ity communities and concerns, the Federal Coinnitmications 
Coinmission has  undcrtalten n number of‘ initiatives to increase minority participation in  
hroadcasting. Incrcasiiig the number of minority broadcast station owners has been 
coiiridereci one way to fostcr prograinming diversity. Policies to increase ownership 
through prefci-cnces accorded to niinorities in the licensing process, however. have bccn 
challcngcd i n  tlic COIIIIS in part bccausc of a lack of evidence that ownership diversity and 
pi-ograni in i ng diversity arc I inkcd. 

This study investigates whether a l ink  exists hetween ownership and news and public 
wffaii-s programiniiig diversity. To answer tlie question, data on programming and 
practices werc gathered for a sample of minority- and non-iuiiiority-owned radio aiid 
tclcvision stations operating i n  the sinie markets (N = 21 1). Respondents were people 
with authoi-ity over the stations’ news and public affairs programming; 30 were station 
owners. Minority- a n d  noli-minority-owned stations reported significantly different 
programming and practices in three areas: News and public affairs programming targeted 
to niinority audiciices, involvernent of owners i n  decision-making regarding iiews and 
public ;iffail-s progi.amniing, and icliancc on audicnce-initiated contact to ~ S S C S S  

autliencc dcninntl. Of eiglil hypothescs, six werc supportcd. 

M a s o n ,  Laiirie, Christine M. Baclien, and Stephanie L. Craft ,  ‘‘Support For FCC 
Minority O\vnersliip Policy: Hmv Broadcast Station Owner  Race o r  Ethnicity 
Affccts News ;1nc1 Public Affairs Programming Diversity,” C~~riirirrriiicntioirs Low a i d  

folicj,, Vnl. 6 ,  No 1 (January 2001.) 

This article suppoi-ts tlic position that minority ownership does contribute to broadcast 
diversity, especially in the broadcast of events and issues of presunied interest to minority 
audiences. This article details an investigation of the relationship between the race or 
etlinicity of broadcast station license-holders and the contribution those stations make to 
divci-sity of news and public affairs programming. Several federal policies f3voriiig 
minority ownersliip of broadcast liccnses assumed sucli a relationship, yet 
cinpirical evidence of thc link was limited. A nationwide telephone survey of 209 news 
directors at radio and television stations reveals that minority-owned radio stations 
emphasize issues of prcsunied interest to minorities Inore than do the majority-owned 
cotiiiterparts. For both television and radio, the percentage of minority news and 



pt~hlic aflaii-s staff at a station positively correlates with such programming as well. 
Whcther such social scientific evidencc could effectively support a return to minority 
prcfercnce policies is discussed i n  light of the current legal climate, which strongly 
disllivors discrimination, however benignly intcntled, on the part ofgovern~nent. 

Vniice 1-1. Fried, "Privatc Equity Funding for Minority Media Ownership," Fcilcrnl 
Co//i//iirrricciliorrs Liiw Joirriiol, Vol. 51, No. 3, (May 1999), p. 609-626. 

This article dctails the importaim of privatc equity financing for all sizes and types of 
media companies. Accoi-ding to tlie author, niucli of the rapid growth of the Internet has 
been tinanccd by private cquity. The privatc cquity marlcct is ail iinpoitant soiirce of 
Cuntls for minority media companies. It is a largc inarkct that is able to incct a variety of 
linnncing needs. However, tlic minority media entrepreneur must realize that t h i s  is a 
sti.ictly protit-oriented investment market. The same investment process and criteria will 
be applied to minority media proposals as will he applicd to non-minority media 
proposals. This pi-ocess niay present sonic problcins for minority entrepreneurs since 
iniost privatc cqtiity investors arc not minoritics. 

Fried lists several problems for minorities: 1 )  lack of referrals and connections to private 
equity invcstoi.s; 2) culttiriil differcnces that may send the wrong or confusing messages 
to the investor or entrepreneur; 3) belief that minority owners may lack experience wi th  
largcr maikcts; and 4) marginal proposals are sometimes accepted when submitted by 
whites, but not niinoritics. Thcsc problcnis serve as a partial explanation for tlic 
clisparitics in  owncrsliip bctwccn miiioritics nnd non-ininoritics. 

2.  \Yliat has bccii the inipact of nicclia consolidation on minority media 
owncrsliip? 

Ofari, Koii, Vinccnt Edwards, Karen Thomas and John Flateau, Blackouf? Media 
0wiicr.sIiip Cniicenivafioii mid rlie Fiirrrr-e of Black Radio, Medger Evers College, City 
of Ncw York, 1997. 

In  B ~ U C ~ X J I L ~ ,  the ~ititl iors address the issues that threaten the survival of Black radio. They 
argue t ha t  the dcregulation of radio, resulting from tlie Telecolnmunications Act, has 
rcsulted in  an explosive number of mergers and acquisitions that havc placed the 
owncrship of radio i n  fewer liands. This report is divided into three parts - "Closing 
Windows," "Opening the Windows of Opportunity," and "Windows of 
Opportllnity Beyond Radio. "Part I details the regulatory history leading up to the current 
era of deregulation and ownership concentration. It provides data on the status of Black 
entrepreneurs and an overview of judicial and regulatory decisions that have erected 
h;ii.riers to market cntry. Part 11 provides policy recorninendations for state and federal 
officials. I t  oiitlincs tlirec proposals: 1)  tlie cnactinent of a tax ccitificate policy for small 
businesses; 2) technical and financial assistance for entrepreneurs funded by private 
sotirces of' capital; and 3) the enforcement of anti-trust standards by state officials. 
I'arL 111, "Windows of Opportunity Beyond Radio," describes emerging technologies that 
offcr an  iillcrnative to radio for disseminating news and iiifomiation and fu~thering 
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economic tlcvelopinent. Some of the technologies, sucli as personal communication 
scinkcs,  ill-c not coiitcnt-based and do not contribute to tlie objective of diversity of 
viewpoint. Nonctlieless, t l ie ownership of these technologies will serve to inoderiiize the 
coiiiiiiunicatioiis infi-astrticture i i i  disadvantagcd coiiimunities and provide a basis for 
ccoiioniic dcvclopnicnt and enhanced quality of life. 

During 1996, Llicre was a loss of 26 Black radio stations - 8 AM stations and 18 FM 
stations. 111 prior years, therc was a net loss of seven stations in 1994 and a net gain of ten 
stations in  1995. These developments, combined with ownership consolidation i n  
national and local inarkcts, have led the anthors to conclude that the unpreccdented 
tlcclinc iii  Black station owncrship dui-ing I996 was in  part precipitated by passage of t l ic 
1996 Tclccomnitinications Act. The 1996 Act pciiiiits the ownership of a n  unliiiiited 
iiuniher o f  radio stations iiatioiially and tip to eight radio stations in tlie major markets. 

Tlic inunibcr o f  slations owned by the nation’s top 50 radio groups, on tlie other hand, 
increascd from 876 i n  I995 to 1,435 i n  1996. Within approximately one year of passage 
of tlic Act, the to13 ten radio groups owncd 821 stations, 320 of which were controllcd by 
oi ic privately-held invcstmcnt t i rm.  Prior to the 1996 Act, iio single entity owned more 
t h a n  X O  stations nationally. Competition is a reality of the marketplace that has been 
triitlitionally accepted by Black entreprcneurs. However, the new competitive landscapc 
favors domination by the large radio groups 

Large firms, ablc to access capital at lowcr costs. arc in a position to quickly cstablish a 
doniinaiit market presence. This is often accoiiiplislicd by acquiring an entire group of 
stations - something that now Black entrepreneur has been able to accomplish 

From an etiteltainment pcrspective, the format of Black radio can be expected to sui-ive. 
Large radio grotips tliat acquire stations from Black entrepreneurs are not expccted to 
alter their Black-oricnted formats - at least, n o t  i n  the ncar future. As this transition takes 
placc, howcvcr, tlie ability of Black people to control the flow of ncws programming 
cntering tlhcir conimunity will bc significantly undermined. By the year 2001, major 
corporate interests -the new owners of “Black radio” - will liavc substantially iiifluenced 
the C O I I ~ S C  of events i n  the Black coinmunity. The authors contend that elections, views 
and opinions espoused over the air, and  cultural views andnorms will all be 
impiictcd by the drrimatic cliangcs i n  niedia ownership that is already taking placc. 

Chester-, Jef‘l, “Minority Ownership of Major Media: Ai1 Endangered Species Going 
Extinct,” (December 16, 2002) and “Minorities and the Media: Little Ownership 
and Even Less Control,” Center for Digital Democracy. (December 16,2002). 

I n  ~ w o  iirticlcs, Jeff Chester, Executive Director of the Center for Digital Democracy 
attributes the decrease in niinoi-ity media owlicrship to the passage of the 1996 
Telecomiiiuiiications Act. In Imtli articles, Chester argues that the deregulation tliat has 
occurred since tlic enactmciit of the Telecominuiiicatioiis Act has led to an extension of 
white-owned conglomerates, which also control handpicked channels to serve African 
Aincricans, I-IispanicsiLatinos and others as mi extensioii of the commercial marketplace. 



I-lence, despite llieir growing populations, persons of color will most likely play 
supporting roles when i t  conies to inalting decisions about how tlie media system should 
rellcct tlicir intcrests. Tlic Center argtics that media consolidation lias actually decreascd 
coinpetition and diversity. For example, between 1995 and 2001, the number of 
individual radio station owncrs declined by 25%. In 1996, Wcstiughouse, the largest 
radio ownci-. owned 85 stations. I n  2001, thc Iargcst owner, Clear Channel, owned 1,202 
sLaLions. Many IiiinoriLy broadcasters, many of wlioiii are single-station owners, believe 
t l iar  i t  is practicnlly inipossible to compete with media conglomerates of this size for 
Iistcners. ;idvci-tiset-s and even on-air talciit. 

Cnmpaiirc, Ren,jamiii M. and Doiiplas Comely, Who Owris the Merlin? Cnmpe/i/in/i 
mid Co/rcoif,n/io/i  itr fhe Mms  Mcdio, 3’O edition, (Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum, 2000). 

Tlic vrimary olijcctive of  this book is to update a series bcgun with the first edition of 
Wlro 0 w r i . r  (he Media? in 1979, and its update i i i  1982. The authors chronicle the myriad 
changes iii tlic media industry and tlie factors that contribute to those changes. In addition 
to esaiiiining liow tcchiiological forces are rcsliapiny the media industry, they examine 
tlic cliaractcristics of coinpetition in t l ic mcdia inarkctplacc. 

Thc ohjcctive of tlie original editions holds for this one as well: “to bring together as 
inucli relevant data as fcasiblc on the nature and degree of competitions and owners1iip in 
tlic mass media business.” Anotlicr olijective, iii line with tlie title, is to specitically 
idcntify tlic owncrs of iiicdin properties. This includes thc corporate owiicrs and, to the 
limited extctit possible, many of tlie largest individual and institutional owncrs of the 
inedia coipoiations themselves. The book explores tlie extent of concentration in t l ie  
inedia industries as the 20“’ century ended, and compares then-current levels with those 
of previotis pel-iods. 

I n  the two concluding chapters, tlic authors diffcr with one another on the interprctation 
of tlic data.  But as the authors note, “such differences of analysis and interpretation 
tiefine tlic veiy debates of media ownership.” Conipaine sees that the merger of cable 
coinpanics should be posirivc for greater coinpetition in the merging arena of telephony 
a n t  data tr;lnsniissioii. Goinery looks at the same events and expresses concern that 
AT&T’s domination of the consolidation in the cable industry. The authors ultiinately 
iirgc reatlcrs to draw their owii conclusions on rlic issue of consolidation. 

De France Washington, Kadesha, Ferlerol Conr,irsinicntions Cori!rrrission h f ~ / l O ~ i f J ~  

Uronrlcnsf Oiii/iershi~i Policies. A Critical Race Tlieouy Annlysis of Jirdicinl 
Assrr/rip/inris in Coiirf Decisinris: The Co/ivwgence qf Rnce arid Lnw (University of 
Tennessee, 2001) 

In I w  dissertation, Washington states that the currcnt trend toward consolidation in  the 
bt.oadcost iiidustry has coincidcd with increased hostility toward aud lack of support for 
~iiii~ority ownership. She argues that dcregulatioii has left the decisions of service 
progt.ammilig to economic forces that operate within the broadcast industry. With the 
incrcasiiig relaxation of government regulations broadcasters have discretion ill liow they 
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scIve the pi~blic’s iiitcrest. Froin the early 1990’s unti l  tlie pi’escnt, the FCC minority 
pi.efcrciiccs havc hcen challcnged and supcrceded by major court decisions and the 
dercgu latory movciiient. Not surprisingly, the period since the Telecominunications Act 
of I996 has seen a decline i n  ininority ownership and arguably in marketplace diversity. 

This dissci-tatioi i uscs critical racc tlicory as ii basis to probe lcgal and regulatory 
ti.aiisitioiis i n  the ai-ea of minority owncrsliip and their implications for marketplace 
diversity and public intercst. Through tlic examination ofjudicial decisions involving 
ininority broadcast ownership, this dissertation analyzes the expressed or implied 
assuinptions of the judiciaiy in reaching those decisions; provides a critical analysis of 
tliosc assuinptions; discusses the iinplicatioiis and rcsults of those assumptions on 
minority broadcast ownership; and suggests approaches to promote diversity and 
minority owncrsliip in a dereg~ilated media environment. 

Bolli priinary and secondai-y authoritics wei’e integral to this research. First, there is a 
collection of United States district coilit, appellate court, and Supreme Court cases in  the 
arca of minority ownership and minority owncrsliip policics proniotcd by the FCC. 
Second, ;inalysis of C ~ S C S  consistcd of ~rcvicwing majority and dissenting opinions. 
Placing inajority and disscnting opinions i n  the framework of critical race theory, the 
study continucd with detcrmining the judicial rationale and arguments. 

H;in~n~niid,  Allen S., IV, “Measul-iiig the  Nexus: The Ilelationsliip Between Minority 
Onriersliip arid Broadcast Diversity After Metro Broadcasting.” Federal 
Cr~nrrrriirricntioiis Lnw Joiirrinl Val. 51, (May 1999). 

Similar to Washington’s disscrtation, Flainmond considers the impact o f  legal decisions 
on niinority owncrship. 1Ie hcgins h i s  analysis with Mefro Br~oucicu.~~ing, J i r .  I,. FCC, 
where the Court found a nexus hctween minority ownership and diversity of viewpoint. 
tlowcvci-, thc i-ecent Z Z ~ ~ / Z C I . N ~  C/7uI.c/?-Mi.(..Fou,.i SJMOU‘ I). FCC decision dismissed the 
government's arguments that a iiextis cxists betwccn minority employmcnt in broadcast 
stations and greater diversity in broadcast programming, and that the government has an 
intercst in  fostering such diversity. Given the challenge of the Liifherrrn CIz~i/-ch opinion 
and potentially significant changes in the regulation and operation of the broadcast 
market, sole reliance on Mefro Bronrlcnsting:r holdings may be i l l  advised and a ncw 
study documcnting thc continned existence of the nexus may be warranted. 

3 .  What  has been the impact of new technology on minoritv media 
owners 11 i p ? 

Levine-Ford, Marcelinn, “The Digital Dilemma: Ten Clialleiiges Facing Mioority- 
Owned New Media Ventures,” Federal Coniriiirriicatioris Law Journal, Vol. 51, No. 3 
(May 1999), p. 577-608. 

According to tlie author, minority-owned companies competing in  print publishing, radio, 
hroadcasl tclevision, cable, and teleconiniiinications industries have had no shortage of 
chnllciigcs, scthacks, and failures. Minority-owned companies are struggling to stake a 
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claitii i n  the new media frontier. Sonic challeii~es they face are unique to the underlying 
technology, uncertainty, a n d  international reach of the Web. There should be a sense of 
urgency with respect to minority participation nil the Web. If the promise of broadband 
leads to iiew media outlets that are profitable and more dynamic than traditional media, 
tlicn ininoritics cannot afford to be lcft out. 

Thc purpose of the article is to identify niid discuss ten challenges affecting minority 
lparticipalion and ownership offor-profit new media outlets on the Web. While many of 
thcse challenges affect for-profit new media companics regardless of ownei-ship, mission, 
linanci tng, tat-gct inarket, or race, some are unique to minority-owned companies and thcir 
targct ;iudicnccs. The ultiniatc goal here is to prcsent a wide rangc ofrelevnnt issues a ~ i d  
ploblcms affecting iiiinoi.ity ownci.sliip of media outlcts on the Wcb as a step toward 
stiinulating thought and encouraging discussion of strategies to overconic these 
challcngcs. ‘The cliallcnges include: The Bandwidth Bottleneck; Thc Digital Divide; 
Education; Access to Capital; lHow to Makc Moncy; Burn Rate; and 
Coiirent/I’i.ogi-aininiiig Mix. 

With rcgartl to adcqtiatr bandwidth, Ford-Livene argucs that today’s bandwidth 
coiistraints crciite onc of thc most important issucs to bc addressed in the area of 
tclccoinnnunicntions policy and regulation. This is the case particularly for the 
conncctivity of underservcd Amcricans. According to Ford-Levine, “the bandwidth 
bottlencclc will have a serious impact in the battle to enipower all Americans to 
purticipatc i n  thc conununications markctplacc.” 

With 1-cgard to the digital divide, the author notes that in  the final analysis, the essence of 
tcchnology out to be service. However, the ratc at which infomiation technology is 
adopted by tlic niasses is quite ~itipredictable. I f a  person’s education, salary, 
iieighborhood, and station iii life dictate whether or not he or she can utilize information 
tcchnology as a toll, then the vision behind the proinisc of this tcchnology is inhcrently 
Ilawed, maintains Ford-Lcviiie. 
The author iotcs that tlic digital divide presents much cause for alarm. “In order to 
Ipii-ticipatc fully in  this new mrdium,” she argues, “niinorities must be a pait of its 
tievelopment f’rom its inception. Tf they do not actively take part  in this process as users, 
developcrs, manufacturers, owners, or visionaries, they will have no impact on the 
evolution of the Web as a maiiistrcrim mcdia soiircc.” 

“Cliangcs, Challenges, and Chartiiig New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Owiiership i n  the United States,” National Telecommunications And Information 
Adniinisttxtion (NTIA), (Decemher 2002). 

This NTlA Sttidy dcvotcs some discussion to iicw technologies aiid minority ownership. 
As conventional broadcast technologies cotivergc with new media, broadcasters are 
conkonting the challenges of adapt ing to iiew technical standards and developing 
cffcctive USCS for the new technologies to scive existing audiences and attract new 



audicnce mcmbcrs. I n  the midst of the chiillenges, some iniiiority owners liave found 
opportunities 10 chart new COII IXS for their cnterpi-ises and impact the broadcasting 
i IidListry. 

' r l ic  gi-owing consiinicr dcni~und for high-spccd high capacity iietworks to transmit lai-ge 
iiiiioiiiils of (lata inotivatcd sonic broadcasters to organize the Broadcasters Digital 
Cooperativc ( E X ) .  Tlic group is a coalition of stations tliat have agreed to dedicate a 
Ipoi.tioii o r  t h c k  digital lelevision spcctruni for liigli-speed broadband data transiiiission. 
'l'liis group's intciit is for the effort to generate new revenue streams. The expense of 
digital convei-sioii at a t ime  of declining network coiiipeiisatioii has increased the need for 
such ncw  rcvcnue Soulccs. 

Many of MTDP's survcy respondents to this study indicated future plans to begill Internet 
radio broadcasting if they liave not already done so. Webcasting their on-air 
Ipi'ograiiiniing niay represciit a relatively low cost way for stations to reach broader 
audiences witliout the expense of acquiring additional stations. The possibilities abound 
for [new technologics to lend minority broadcast owncrs to new audiences and to greater 
coinpetitivc strength. Stratcgic station clustering and public market capital offer 
possibilities for minority owiiers to consider. However, even as NTIA urges iiiiiiority 
owners to explore tlicm and chart new courses for their futures, NTIA recognizes that 
scrious challcnges pcrsist. 
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SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON 
MEDlA USE BY LOW INCOME FAMILIES 

Dr. Karin L. Skuford, President and Rescarell Consultant, Stanford and Associates 
[)I.. Valeiic C. Johnson, Assistant Professor, University of [Ilinois, Chicago 

A .  Sliould media ser\;ice to low i i iconie families be a necessary goal of ownership 
r r ~ i i  I a tio n ? 

1 .  Is there  a n  infolmatiori pap i i i  society? 

a .  What  number  and range of media voices do low income 
families receive, compared with tlie public as a whole? 

Is there a racial component to tlie information cap? 

Do low- income families use media differently frotii the wav 
other families use media? 

I). 

C. 

“P;ivitig tlie Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Access Marke t  Stirvey,” National 
Exchange Carr ie r  Association (NECA), 2001. 

Spai-sc rural populatioiis sprcad over wide areas assinnc increased costs associated with 
~ h c  longcr distanccs from customcr  to the switch. Transmissiou dcvices that arc essential 
f o r  qtinlity voice communications over long distanccs severely liniit the usable bandwidth 
f01. d;it:r tl-nnsniission. Networks that have historically provided voice tl-ansmission must 
be ripgratlcil to also eiinhlc high-speed advanced cominiinications. 

Coopcr, Mark N., “Disconnected, Disadvantaged, and  Disenfrancliised: 
Exploi~ntioiis i n  thc Digital Dividc,” Coiisiinier Federatioii of America, October 11, 
2000. 

This I-cport docuinents the existence of the digital divide and demonstrates that i t  is not 
likely to disappear i n  the foreseeable future. A direct comparison of a broad range of 
cyberspace and physical space activitics for coiiiiiicrcc, information gathering, education. 
civic discoursc aiid political participation, shows that the disconnected are, in fact, 
disadvantaged and discnfianchiscd. 

The deprivation is not only relative, i t  may be absolute. Those not online may be cut off 
t‘rolii important activities. Businesses may effectuate market segnicntation by restricting 
activitics to cybcrspacc, to SCI‘CCII out lcss attractive customers. For example, “instead of 
800 nuiiibcrs, advcrtisers may give wcbsites for furthcr iiifoiuiation; jobs may be listed 
011 websitcs, bu t  not advertised in physical space.” 

Accoi.diiig to the report, the,jid(i~ coririecmi constitute 36% of the population with a11 
iiitei.net sei-vice provider oi’ hi$ sliced Intcrnet access at home; the porf id/y cor7,7ecied 



coiistitiitc 11% with basic Intclnet or c-iiiail scrvice a t  home; the pomztirrlly co/irzected 
constitutc 21 ‘YO \vho liave 110 Internet scrvicc, but do own a computer a t  home or have a 
cellular phone. The di.~co/r/iecfed constittite 26% who do not have any Internet services 
nnd do not have a computcr or a c,ell plionc. 

The study sliows sharp diffcrenccs in  deinograpliics across groups. Lower income 
Ipcl.sons, elderly and minorities are morc likely to be among thc disconnected. 

The author ai-gues that the digital divide is an important policy issue because the lntemet 
t ias already bccoinc a signiticant nieans of coiniiiunications and comnierce in society. 
I-Iouscholds with access iisc i t  for importmt personal, cultui-al and civic activitics whilc 
thosc without x c c s s  are a t  a disadvantagc in coiiducting similar daily activities. They 
caiinoi shop its effcctivcly or conveniently, are not offercd attractivc pricing plans, a n d  
cannot gather infonnation or contact public officials and other people as effectively. 
They become less effective consuiners and citizens relative to their fellow consumers 
\V I10  havc access. 

Tl ic  study rcports dil‘fci-cntials hctweer those who were disconnected, potentially 
connected, partially connectcd and fully connected in: basic computer skills, personal 
productivity. coiriniercial activity, information gathering. interacting with government, 
civic discourse, ;1nd political expression. 

The level of connectedncss has iniplications on othcr niedia use, i s . ,  twenty-nine percent 
of t l ic d i s c o ~ i ~ i ~ ~ t ~ c l  do not havc a long distaiicc tclephone scrvicc and thiity-eight perccnt 
do no t  have a multichannel video service (cable or satellite), compared to cleven perccnt 
and thirtccn percent of tlie fully connected respectively. 

lncoiiie is lowest i n  the disconnected group ($25,500), and highest in the fiilly connected 
group ($45,200). Those who arc fully and partially connected arc much more likely to 
Iiavc at Icast a collcge degrcc and be employed in inanagerial or professional occupations. 
The fully and partially connected arc lcss likely to be black. Disconnected households 
arc older i ind tend to be smallcr. 

Tlic study concludes that tlie digital divide is not the rcsult of a failure of those witliout 
access to apprcciatc tlic importancc of tecliiiology, rather i t  rcsults from a ~i~aldistribution 
of skills and oppol-tonitics. 

Collins, Erik L. and Lynn M.  Zoch, “Targeting t h e  Young, t h e  Poor, the Less 
Educn ted: Thinking Beyond Traditional Media,” Priblic Relnrioris Review, Summer 
2001, Val. 27 Issue 2, p. 197. 

Tliis arliclc locuscs on ways to coniniiinicate pro-social messages to often overlooltcd 
ilnd undersei-vccl societal subgroups. Specifically, the research focuses on methods of 
tlisseminating information to low-income persons lacking reading skills or high school 
cclucation to encourage them to cnroll i n  classes provided by a state’s adult education 
progl-ams. 



Tlie rcsults of  tlic rcscavcli suggest that ti-aditional inass media inay not be tlie most 
appropriate or efficient information clianiicls for public relations and other 
colnniunicators wishing to convey stich pro-social messages to similar audicnces. If 
inass media are employed, it may be necessary to irethink both the content and the 
inteiidcd rcccivcrs of such messagcs. 

Ai.iiistroiig, Aiiiiie Lauric, Catheriiie Lord, and Judith Zelter, “lnforniation Needs 
of Low-Income Kcsideiits i n  Smith King County,’’ Public Libmi-ics, Vol. 39 No. 6 
(NoviDec. 2002) p. 330-5. 

I n  I999 tlic King County Library System stiidied inforination needs of low-incoinc 
i.csiciciit-iiot ncccssal-ily libraiy uscrs--and thc sotirccs they turned to for inforination. 
While libraries wcre inot ranked high as sotirces o t  information, residents responding to 
the survcy indicated a rclotively high usc of Iibmies. 

The s~ i idy  itlentifietl information needs iii four categories that stand out above a l l  others: 
carccr scarcli; job advanccment; culturally appropriatc and tmislatcd materials; and 
Iiitcv~ict skills. Rcscarch rcvculcd that low-incoinc rcsident do not consider librarics 
among tlicir major sources of inforination. Residents wcre far inore likely to turn to 
family and fi-iciids for inforniation (92%) t han  a n y  other soui-ce, with staff at provider 
agencies cited second most oftcn (52?4), and corninunity newsletters cited third (29%). 
Parlicipants also cited inewspapers (7%), school secretaries and school counselors (5%), 
and plionc boolts (2%) as tlieir soiirces of iiiforniatioii. 

Dowser, I3randi, “Getting nil the lnfnrinatioii Country Road,” A//rcricnn Cit~’ nnrl 
C O L I / ~ ~ J J ,  Vol. 113 (Mar. 1998) 11. 44-6 

When Congress ipissed the Tcleconiintinications Act o f  1996, it assumed the Act would 
affcct all i-ural cominunitics as wcll as scl~ools, libraries and hospitals in the very near 
Iiiturc. Ilowcvcr, while tlic Act spccifically inandatcd that teleconiinunicatioiis service 
providers liiriiisli all scliool acLoss the United States with affordable Internet access, i t  did 
not niake the sanic provision for local govcrnnients. This is not R problem for high- 
iiiconie, urban arcas, but  low-income, high cost rural areas find themselves being 
hypnssed on t l ie infol-mation supci-highway becausc of a lack of funds. 

Conipctition among scrvicc pi-oviders was cxpccted to offer niorc choices than ever 
belbre to rural coiniiiuiiitics, thcrcby eventually providing inore affordable 
telecomii~utiicntiotis servicc to everyone in the United States. Flowever, competition is 
Inow expected to be less intense iii rural areas than  was originally thought because service 
pmviders are tinlikely to invest in  wiring rural communities unless they are assured of a 
cci.raiii ntrinber of ustoincis over’ a designated time. 

Tocluy, rilml areas argue that the dctiiiitioii of iinivcrsal service needs to be extended to 
include Interiict ~ C C C S S  and other machine-to-iiiachine sei-vices, sticl i  as high speed fax 
lines, at acfoordable costs. Although those services are routinely available in most cities, 



rural coiiiinuiiitics havc traditionally been fa r  less likely to have access to advanced 
telccoiiiniunications tcchiiology. 

N:it ional Tclecoinni~i~iic;itioiis niid Information Administration (NTIA). “Falling 
I l i r o i i ~ l i  t l i c  Net: ‘Toward Digital Inclusioii.” A report  on the tclecoiniiiuiiications 
n n t l  iiil‘oi.in:itioii technology gap i n  America. Washington, D.C. (2000) Available: 
11 ttp: \I~WW.II tia.doc.go~~/iitiaIioine/fftii99/contents.htnil. 

Tlic fouith i n  a serics ofrcports published by NTIA, this study reports that the divide 
bctween tlmsc with access to telephones, computers, ant1 the Inteniet still exists and iii 

inany cascs, is acnially widcning ovcr timc. Although ovcrall ~ C C C S S  to infotination and 
coininunicatioii tcchnologics is increasing at  a rapid rate, paiticular kinds of households 
arc gaining access while others are not. Low-income persons and minorities, particularly 
when they rcsidc in the inner city, are among the groups that are being left behind. 

C.oslcc, Siisaii, “Losing Ground Bit by Bit: Law-Income Communities iii tlie 
liifoimntioii Age,” The ncntoii Foundation, (199X). 

This rcport, thc latest i n  the Bcnton Foundation’s “What’s Going On” series exploring 
public iiitcrcst isstics i n  thc Information Age, exaniiiies the technology gap  i n  low-iiicoine 
communitics, assesses what bal-riers are slowing tlie spread of new technologies to the 
tinderscrved, aiid describes sonic o f  the most promising efforts to produce more equitable 
d i str i 11 ti ti 011. 

Accoi.diiig to Llic study, thc clesigii oftlie communications system through which we will 
talk to oiic ano~iicr, learn from one another, and participate in political and economic life 
togethcr is too important to be left to the free market alone. Public interests 
advocatcs-incltidiiig representatives of the poor-must play an active role i n  both the 
policy xcna  and thc marltctplacc to ciisurc that the cmerging networks meet the basic 
ccononiic, social, political, and cultui-a1 nceds of eveiyone, rcgardless of their ability to 
pay or wlierc tlicy live. 

The article argues tha t  the dcbate over universal service is far from over. The Federal 
Colnmunications Coininission (FCC) must pel-iodically review what coinnitmications 
scrvices should be covcrcci hy  univcrsnl scrvicc policies. The author further argues that 
pt~blic officials havcn’t been willing to go as far as nccdcd or recommcndcd in their 
efforts to close tlie technology gap. 

2. What are the social conseouences of the information gap? 

Sunstciri, Cass, Rcpblic.co//r, (Princetoe: Priiiceton University Press, 2001). 

This book cxamines tlic drawbacks of “egocentric Internet use, while showing how to 
;ipprcIacli the Internet as responsible citizens, not just concerned consumers.” According 
to the author, democracy depends on sliared experiences and requires citizens to be 
exposed tn topics and ideas that thcy would not have chosen i l l  advallce. Unplanned, 
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unanticipated encounters are central to democracy itself. Such encounters often involve 
topics and points of view tliat people have not been exposed to. 

I n  evalualiiig t l ie consequences of new comriiunications technologies for democracy and 
frce slicccli, Sunstcin argues that tlie question is not wlictlicr to regulate tlie Net, and 
undcrscoi.cs the cnonnous potcntiel to promote freedoin as well as i t  potential to promote 
“cybcrcasc;itles” of like minded opinions that foster and enflanic hate groups. Siiiisteiii 
ui.gcs [ l ie reader to ask several questions: How will the increasing power of private 
conti-oI affect deinocracy? llow will tlic Interiict, tlie new forms of television, and the 
cxplosion 01‘cominunications options altci- the capacity of citizens to govern tlienisclves’? 
What arc the social pi-cconditions for a well functioning system of democratic 
ticlibci-ation, 01- fox individual freedom itself? 

The Iiool< reminds us that tlic framers of the constitution supportcd tlie potential use of 
tlivcrsiLy for democratic dcbnte. Instead of an  obstacle, heterogeneity was viewed as a 
creative foi-cc that improved dcliheration and produced better outcomes. 

Tlic boolt establishes two broad roles of citizenship as i t  relates to coiiiinunication nceds 
emphasizing thc need for citizens to enter tlie debate as speakers as well as listeners: on 
t l ic spealtcrs’ side, tlie public forum doctrine creates a right of general access to 
heterogeneous citizens; on the listeners’ side, the public forum creates an opportunity for 
shared exposure to diverse speakers with diversc views and complaints (p. 31 ). 
According to Sunstein, “If pcoplc are dcprivcd of x c c s s  to competing views on public 
isxucs, a n d  if as a result they lack a taste for those views, they lack freedom, whatevcr tlie 
iialiric ol‘tlieir prcferenccs and choices (p.lOX).” The book ends by suggesting a range of 
pokiitial i-efoi.iiis to coi’rcct ~iiisconceptions and to improve deliberative deniocracy. 

Clicster, Jeff, “Strict Sct-iitiiiy: Why Journalists Sliniild be Concerned about New 
Fcdcrnl aiitl liidustt-y Media Dei-egulation Proposals,” Press/Po/ifics, Vnl. 7 No. 2, 
p. 105-1 15, 2002. 

This article argtics that the likcly loss o f  public intercsts protections resulting from 
dereyii1:itory actions by the currcnt Federal Conimunications Commission (FCC) will 
have a profound effect, not only oii the public’s access to a wide range of ailtagonistic 
i’oiccs in  tlie ti-aditional mcdia, but also on tlie evolution of tlie lnternct, wliicli is alrcady 
reflecting inaiiy of tlic ownership eonsolidatioii patterns of tlie iiiass incdia. According to 
tlie auihor, tlic FCC has thus failed to examine the impact of its media policies on 
jounialisiii In general and civic discourse in particular, a failure that is unlikely to be 
covci.cd by the mainstream press itself, beholden as that institution llas become to its 
corporate owners. 

The article maint;tins that i t  is now time to Iiavc a much-needed public inquiry into how 
the  inedia is structured and how the public is served. If the nation is to continue the 
I~uilding o f a  civil society in the digital age, it will liave to address and confront the 
contentious rclationsliips lietwecii corporate autonomy and power, joumalisni, and the 
p i h l i c ’ s  riglit to he inforined, to he icard and to speak. 



AItiiougli the author stiggcsls that joui.nalists should be concerned about rccent trends, he 
st;ites that “pcr1i;ips t he  idea tha t  journalists can cover this without recrimination is 
impossihle.” As noted, “with rare exceptions (most notably a single Nigkiliiic covering 
the 1996 act), television has failed to covel- the lobbying role that its industry-and 
corpoi-atc parciits-played in shaping that  and other media-related policies.” 

.Inst, Marinn, Ilosalind Levinc, and Kathleen Regan, “News for Sale: Half of 
Stations Report Sponsor Pressure on News Decisions,” Cdrrrrrhin . T O / W / ~ ~ J / ~ . S J J I  Review, 
Vol. 4 NO. 4 supp (NovJDec. 2001), p. 2-3. 

This articlc cxaniines tlic influence of pcople who buy ads on local TV news. I n  a survey 
of 1 I8 i icws dircctors around tlic country between June and August 2001, more than half, 
53 pcrcent, reported that ndveriisers pressurc them to kills negative stories or irti i i positive 
oncs. 

News directors also reported their TV consultants (outside companies hired hy stations to 
ci-iliquc ncwscasts and iinprovc ratings) issuing blanket edicts about what to cover and 
\vh;it not 10 cover in ordcr to attract the most advertising dollars. 

Togctiici., tlic findings a n d  coinmciits raise questions about the journalistic independence 
of local tclevision news. Breaking down tlie sponsor suggestions, 47 percent of news 
directors s a i d  sponsors tried to get tlieni to provide favorable coverage. And 18 percent 
of ncws directors say spoiisors try to prcvcnt tliein from covering stories, a problem that 
is iiiorc ncutc in smaller markcts. When i t  comcs to advertisers tiying to coinpcl storics 
about tl~emsclves, 16 percent ofstations said that they had been asked to cover sponsor 
events. Another 8 pcrcent covered events that were partnerships betweeii the station and 
the advei-tisers; I2 percent said the sales or advertising staff requested positive coverage 
of sponsol-s. 

A half-dozen ncws directors singled out local car dealcrships and auto manufacturers as 
the focus of sqnashed stories. Ncws directors also mentioned health investigations at  
local restaurants as vulnerable. At two stations, for example, stories were killed when 
thcy reflected poorly on rcstaui-ant sponsoi-s. 

13. Hoiv have FCC structural  regulation and new technologv allected the 
i  11 form ;t t i n n gs I,? 

Shiver, Juhc, Jr., “Pressure Mounts for FCC tn Rewrite Television Ownership 
G~~idelines,” The Los Aiigeles T~IJMY, April 19, 2001, Part C; Page 1; and Deggans, 
Eric, “A ‘I‘V Critic’s Fear Factor,” The Sf. Petcusbrrvg Tirries, December 16, 2002, Pg. 
ID. 

According to BIA Fi~iancinl, a Chantilly, Virginia rcsearch finn, the number of television 
station nwi1ei.s Iiad dropped by half betwcen 1999 and 1995 because of deregulatory 
clianges Coiigress approved i n  tlic Telecoininunications Act of 1996. Just 370 entities 
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owiied one 01- more of the nation’s 1,348 commercial television stations a t  the end of 
1999, down from 749 stations owiiers in 1995. 

A coninioii assuniptioii of media concentration is that i t  decreases the a m u l i t  of news 
and inforination that people liavc and nar1-ows the 1-ange of debate. Examples o f  what has 
already occurred when rulcs havc been relaxed include: 

111 1999, rtilc changes pcrmitted WTLV-TV owner Cannett Corp. to purchase competitor 
LV.IXX-TV iii Jacksonville. Gannett sooii merged the two stations’ news operations, 
ci-eating First Coast News, simulcast on both outlets-reducing the city’s news voices. 
Accoi-cling to Electronic Media inagozinc, Gannett’ compctitor, Clear Channel, also owns 
two TV slatioiis, I I ratlio stations and an outdoor billboard company in tlic market. 

Whcn Ibrmer BET owner Hob Johiison sold his cable channel to Viacoin, reporters were 
told t h a t  the corporation would use its resources to help improve the channel’s content, 
particularly in  iicws programming. Instead, Viacoin moved to eliminate three important 
public affairs programs from the BET cable channel, seriously rcducing the outlet’s voicc 
on social and political issues (the Sunday morning issucs show Lead Sto/y and the nightly 
interview progl-ani BET Tmi& a t  the end of the  year-along with the youth oriented 
pl’ogram Twrz Sz//77nlit). 

1 .  What  has been the impact of media consolidation on the number and 
ranee of media voices available to low income families? 

“Democratic Discourse iii the Digital Information Age: Legal Principles and 
Economic Challenges a t  the Millciinium,” Consumers Union and  Coiisiinier 
Fctleration of America, J anua ry  2003. 
available a t  Iittp://w\~~~v.consumersuiiian.org/telecom/0I 0Zmediaexec.htm. 

Th1: articlc argues that consolidation of ownci-ship of ncws outlets-horizontal iiicrgers 
(iicqtiisitions iiivolving similar types of mcdia) and vertical integration (consolidation of 
thc cnlirc distribution chain-poscs a significant thrcat to democratic discourse. 
According to the report, narrowing the range of communications available in the inass 
mctlia can influence the outcome of individual elections and the electoral process. It can 
also dccply affcct Ihc Iprospccts for democracy by polarizing society and isolating 
iiiinority points of vicw. 

Tlic report argues that a niountain of evidence from academic and trade literature 
supports a n  tindei-standing of the niass media and democratic discourse. Further, i t  
m;iintains tha t  diversity of institiitional forms is critical to promoting healthy antagonism 
bctwccri media otitlets. With regard to the lnultipficity of media soiirces, the report states 
that tclcvision, radio, newspapers, and the Inteniet serve different porposes for the public. 
Therc is little substitutability between the nicdia for viewers or for advertisers. 

Thc sttldy notes the already dramatic loss of ownership diversity among TV and 
I I C W S ~ : I I > C I ’  ow~iei~s  in  the last 25 years. Betwecn 1975 and 2000, the number of TV 
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stations ownel-s lias decliiicd fi-oni 540 to 360, while the number of TV ncwsroonis has  
becn rcduced by almost I5 percent. The overwhelming majority of local TV markets are 
tiglil oligopolies (fewer tlinn six equal sized firms) or duopolies (two, relatively equal- 
sizcd, lii-ms tliat tloniiiiate tlic marltct). Tlicre has been an increase in  tlie number of cable 
cIi:1111icIs, according to llic authors, but almost thrce-quartcrs are now owned by only six 
coq2orate ciititics, four of wliicli also owii major networks over tlic air. 
While tlicre is inore variety in programming, t h e  is not necessarily more diversity. 
I Jn l i l t e  TV, wliei-e there l i i i s  hcen an increasc i n  outlets, the study notes that there has 
been a 20 percent decreasc i n  the number and circulation of newspapers. The decrease i n  
the numher of owners of daily newspapers is even more dramatic, fioin over 860 in 1975 
to fewer thri l l  300 today. Combining newspaper and television ownership, tlie number of 
indcpciidciit voices lias bccn cut by more than half sincc tlie mid-I970s, fi-om about 1500 
to inst ovci- 600. 

With rcgard to cross-owncrship, tlic report argues that systematic studies of the position 
talteii by cross-owned newspapers oii issues that directly affect their economic interests 
show that  they do not report tlic issues i n  a balanced fashion. This includes national 

bond ~iroposals. Cross-owned papers also engage in biased coverage of television or 
forego analysis of television altogctlier. Thc report adaniantly opposes further media 
consolidation. 

policy issucs, like the Telccoiniiiiinicatioiis Act of 1996, and local issucs, such as st a d ’  I l l l l l  

2. What  has  been the impact of new technolow (Dieital/Broadband) on 
thc numbcr  anti ranee of media voices availahle to low income 
fiiniilies? 

“P;lviiig 1Iic Digital FTigliw;ry, NECA 2001 Access Market Stirvey,” National 
Ercheiige Carrier Association (NECA), 2001. 

Rroadband networks ai-c being dcploycd i n  rural scrving areas in 45 states, with inore 
than half the companies ofTering advanced coniniunications sei-vices such as Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL). In 1999 only 14% of local telcos had deployed broadband to 
some extent within their service ten-itory. 

The study estimates cost for coniplcting broadband deployment at $10.9 billion. Thc 
sthidy concludcs that witliout supporting progl-ams, high speed Internct conncctions are 
not economical i n  many niral teleplioue company territories bccause their serving areas 
are locatcd a great distance fonn the IBP. According to the study, “high-speed Internct 
service may not he sustainable in inany riiral areas.” 
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EXHIBIT 3 



SYRACUSE UNIVERSrTY 
s.1. NEWHOUSE SCHOOL OF h B L K  COMMXhlCATIONS 

Statement of Hubert Brown 

I. Hilbert Brown. rcspectfully stale as follows: 

I am an Assistant Professor of Broadcast Journalism at the S.I. Newhouse School of 
Pudic Communicalions. Syracuse University. I have been Ihe teaching chair of the radio- 
television divlsion of the Associalion for Educatlon in Journalism and Mass Communicaiions 
sinu: August. 2002. In addllion to teaching, I am a freelance producer and writer, and I serve as 
on-air talent for lotdl radio and television slations. Reomtly. I produced a 30-minule television 
documentary on the role nf African-American Owned radio stations in lhelr communities and the 
threats to their future. I offer these obseervations based on my scholarship and my experience in 
the industry. 

The concept ofthe public airwaves is an idea that signifies inclusion of all of the people in 
society; their ideas. opinions. concepts and any lhing else that definesthe people in the 
community. As long as we have this principle, it is the primary responsibility of governmant 10 
ensure thal everyone is involved at all levels In the media industry. As such. minority media 
ownership should certainly be a goal of stnrdural ownership regulatlon. Any deviation from this 
wncepl would be inconsistent with the moral objectives and commands of the Communioations 
Act. 

Competition in the marketplace is important n d  just tmm an ecdnomlc standpoint. but 
also bacause it ellom ideas to be expressed in the marketplace. Minority media ownership 
promoles more compcition because it provides a voice in the community that too O f l m  gets 
ignored. A media Industry that excludes minorities as owners would be far less responsive LO the 
needs of the cornmtinly than an industry that includes rnlnorilies. As we suo majority Ownod 
companies becoming much larger, we are less likely io see certain viewpoinls represented in the 
industry. We have lost many minority owners under the wave of consolidation. Consequently. 
minority viewpoints am under-represented in the industry. Thal under-representation is 
particularly severe relative Io the graving level of cultural and ethnic dwersily in our SoCietY. 

efforts of large owners to present minority viewpoints lend to be inurnsislent. If a company 
perceives thet transmitling minority viewpoints would yield an economic benetN. it will present 
thcse viewpoints: othewise theso voices get shut out. 

journalist. I have found that listeners exhibit less loyally to a radio alation when their viewpoints 
are under-represented or not represented at all in the station's broadcasts. This results in a 
system that is less eflicient and le= responsive to the needs of the entire COfflmUnW. 

The media Industries operale much more efficiently when minorilies are included. The 

Further, inclusion of minorities in ownership promotes efficiency. In my work as a 
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Minority media ownership deflnitely promotes divenity in the sense that an inclusive 
industry SeNes  the needs of the community bener and pmvides a wider reflection of the 
viewpink of the community. 

diversity. Although redo is among the few media industries that is well Suited far small owner- 
aperaton, many minority owned companies have had to sell their stations because they simply 
a u l d  not mmpele effedivdy wilh much larger companies. A very small handful of medium sized 
minority owners may have adjusted to mnsolidation, but small minority ownem have suffered 
Iremendously. There is now a disincentive in lhe induStry far individual owners to remain in the 
marketplace because they will never be able to grow lage enough lo hold their own agalnst very 
large owners. Even medium sized minarw Dwners are becoming takeover targets dl the 
understandable insistence of their investon. As a remil, we will have far fewer voices 
represented in the media. i o  the detriment of IHe entire society. 

IhQ industry. Market inmntlves should be developed to spur diversity in media ownership 
because ihe Industry is already at fisk of becomlng irreversibly dominated by vely large 
companies. Voluntary efforis can be helpful, bul cleady the Commisslon Canmt rely pdmarily on 
these efforts, which often run against the economic imperatives in tonsolidelon' business plans. 
Developing minority ownership initiatives should be among the Commission's top priodties this 
year. 

Media consolidation has had negalive consequences for competition. efficlency and 

The Commission Should take action lo offsef fhe advene i m p d  of further dereguletian in 



EXHIBIT 4 



I. Janiielle L .  Dates. respectfully stale as follows: 

I ani  lhc Dean of tlie Howard University School of Coinrnunications. My researcti 
intcrests include Ihe hislory arid prospecls for iniiiority participation in mediz ownership and 
employmeill 

Diverse programming, setviriq an increasingly diverse society. can best bc reflected in 
proyramminq and enterlainmenl through a diversity o l  ownership sources and of owners' own 
culluial and experiential backgrounds. The research literature eslablishes lhal wlien lninorities 
are in ownership positions. lliey are more effeclive than most nonintnority owners at embracing 
issiJe8 of concern to lheir comrnuriities Minority rncdia ownership allows the consuiner lo have 
inioic ctioiiies in programmirig and enterlainment , ensuring that consurncrs will receive a inore 
Ihunesl assessirtent of who we are as a multi-cultiiral. multi-ethnic society 

Thc rncdia industry is more effective and competitive when Ihere are more lhan a 
handful of large corripanies that set l l ie public issue agenda. When only a few companies 
doniinalc thc industry. whal results is a squeezing out of voices that make up the remainder of 
Ihs rominunily 

Our sociely is  mucli more multi-cultural lhan the industry seems to realize When a wide 
variety of voices is no1 heard, niisuncierslandings an(! nriyei arise among lhose whose voices 
are excliided When certain seginents of society are invisible or slercolyped in the media, 
rliscrirninalion against them tends lo be regarded as  socially acceplahle The cure is a media 
ownership struclurs that provides rninorities will) opportunities to sliare their ideas, their 
liislories. and their cullure wilh others. 

Minorities were excluded from the ownership process frorn the 1920s Ihrouyh Ille 1970s. 
when licerises were hemg alloled. Throughoul this lime period, and subsequently. majority 
owncrs were able Lo scll their companies lo olher majority owners, and thus lhere has been a 
long tradition and hislory of excluding minorities from ownership opporlunilies. 

Although we cannot undo the past, we certainly mud make a much more concerted 
ciiiort to avoid repeating our past mistakes. Consnqcrently. the Commission should tmplement 
programs lhat will ensure (hat groups that have been excluded from ownership will have 
genuine choices and opporlunilies for ownership loday and 111 the fulure 

I 

- 
Jflnelle L. Dales 
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Declaration of C. Ann Hollifield 

I, C. Ann Hollifield, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Associate Professor and Coordinator of the Michael J. 
Faherty Broadcast Management Laboratory in the Department of 
Telecommunications. Henry W. Grady College of Journalism & Mass 
Communication, University of Georgia. I have also enjoyed a 
career as a television journalist, public affairs producer and 
newsmagazine producer. 
media diversity and the effects of ownership on media content. I 
offer these observations based upon my professional experience and 
scholarship. 

Among my primary research interests are 

The public interest is best served by having diversity in 
media ownership structures. Minority ownership is very critical 
in a society that is increasingly diverse; therefore, minority 
media ownership is a very important and necessary goal of media 
ownership regulation. 

The idea of minority ownership promoting competition depends 
on how competition is defined. If it is defined as product 
differentiation, minority ownership could promote competition 
because it yields a wider range of owners, voices and viewpoints. 
A wider range of viewpoints offers more choices to consumers in 
terms of the style, content, and sources used in both news and 
entertainment programing. My research on the effects of 
ownership on content shows that ownership does have an impact on 
content, particularly when issues of critical importance arise. 
Ownership diversity is, therefore, related to the diversity of the 
content that reaches the public. Competition among owners 
enhances diversity. 

Based on my experience as a journalist and television 
producer and reporter, I know that media products are people 
driven, in the sense that the quality of the product that the 
consumer receives is a direct reflection of the knowledge, 
expertise, and talent of the individuals who created the product. 
Thus, the more diverse the pool of people putting together the 
product, the higher the quality and the greater the diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority media ownership 
promotes diversity. 

My work in the area of media economics shows that economic 
conditions make it extremely difficult for small owners and 
minorities to obtain significant capital resources to finance a 
media outlet. Even if a mom & pop owner can buy into the market, 
it will be difficult for such an owner to survive in the 
mal-ketplace. For example, small owners may be unable t o  Offer 
bundled services or offer price discounts to advertisers. 
However, the public interest in the media is not served solely by 
maximizing the economic efficiency of media companies. Were it 
so, then media would be no different from any other industry and, 
therefore, would be no more deserving of special constitutional 
protection than automobile dealers or grocery stores. The public 
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interest i n  media i.6 served by creating high-quality prograas that 
are relevant to the civic, social and economic well-being of the 
specific audience that the media outlet 8ervea. Inherent in that 
role is the idea that there will be competition among diverse 
ideas and viewpoints in the information marketplace so that 
citizens may select for themselves the content, ideas and 
viewpoints most valuable to them. 
this purpose alone, that media were granted special protection by 
the Founders of our nation. And my research suggests that 
diversity of ownership is an important factor in providing and 
preserving diversity of content and viewpoint. 

Minorities have made great econamic strides over the past 20- 
30 years in overcoming discthination in broadcasting. However, 
when we look at radio and television ownership. a significant 
amount of diversity has been lost in the recent past, and thus the 
overall number of minorities Owners has declined. Given the 
economic strueture of the industry today, the likelihood of a 
significant increase i n  minority media ownership 18 very slight 
absent FCC intervention. The increasing levels of consolidation 
have made it difticult for minorities to break into the industry 
and survive. The logical remedial step would be the 
implementation of significant policies designed to sustain the 
economic viability of minority Owned companies. 

It was for this purpose,  and 
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EXHIBIT 6 



Declaralion of Philip M. Napoli 

I, Philip Napoli, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Assistant Professor of Communications and Media Management at the 
Graduate School of Rusiness, Fordham University. My research interests include 
diversity, localism and minority media. 

Minority ownership should be a necessary goal of structural regulation of the 
media industries. Recent research on minority media ownership has found a significant 
relalionship between ownership and content. Thus, there is strong evidence to support 
the proposition that minority media ownership promotes diversity. Research suggests 
that minority owners are more likely to present content that is targeted to minority 
interests and concerns. If minorities are excluded from ownership of media outlets, 
these viewpoints are less likely to be represented. 

To the extent that ownership caps are further relaxed, we would probably see a 
further decline in minorily owners, as well as a decline in independent and small group 
owners. In addition, there will be fewer available broadcast stations for minorities to 
purchase, thus pushirlg minority owners into other media outlets such as the Internet, 
where lhey will likely reach a smaller audience. 

Minority content providers face fewer barriers to entry in the Internet and other 
new media. There is a common presumption that the availability of a variety of new 
media imdermines the need for structural regulation in traditional media. However, it is 
important to recognize that these new media often do not serve as an effective 
siibstitute for traditional, mass audience media for content providers, audiences, or 
advertisers. 

The Commission should work to offset any adverse impact that further structural 
ownership deregulalion may have on minority media ownership and the availability of 
content addressing minority interests and concerns. Voluntary efforts within the industry 
to protect and expand minority participation in msdla ownership and the availability of 
content directed al minority interests may not be sufficient. 

In conclusion, i t  is incumbent upon the FCC to maintain a commitment to 
promoting minority media ownership and the availability of content addressing minority 
interests and concerns. Such a commitment is central to the Commission's duty to 
serve the public interest. 

January 15, 2003 




